Professional development and disciplinary literacy: impacting secondary teachers' perceptions and practices by Abercrombie, Jamie Baughan
Boston University
OpenBU http://open.bu.edu
Theses & Dissertations Boston University Theses & Dissertations
2018
Professional development and
disciplinary literacy: impacting
secondary teachers' perceptions
and practices
https://hdl.handle.net/2144/27515
Boston University
	BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
 
 
Dissertation 
 
 
 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND 
 
DISCIPLINARY LITERACY INSTRUCTION: 
 
 IMPACTING SECONDARY TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES 
 
 
 
 
by 
 
 
 
 
JAMIE BAUGHAN ABERCROMBIE 
 
B.A., Meredith College, 2003 
M.A., Appalachian State University, 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
 
requirements for the degree of 
 
Doctor of Education 
 
2018 
	 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 © 2018 by  
  Jamie Baughan Abercrombie 
  All rights reserved
Approved by 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reader   
 Jeanne R. Paratore, Ed.D. 
 Professor of Language and Literacy Education 
 
 
 
 
Second Reader   
 Katherine K. Frankel, Ph.D. 
 Assistant Professor of Language and Literacy Education 
 
 
 
 
Third Reader   
 Donald A. DeRosa, Ed.D. 
 Clinical Associate Professor 
  
		 iv 
 
 
For my parents, 
who modeled the power of literacy and learning  
from the very beginning 
  
		 v 
Acknowledgements 
 
My first thanks belong to Jeanne Paratore. Six years ago, she saw something in me that I 
didn’t see in myself and changed my life with a phone call. In those six years, she has 
offered me incredible opportunities to learn more than I ever imagined, and for that I will 
ALWAYS be grateful. 
 
My committee members, Dr. Katherine Frankel and Dr. Donald DeRosa, have also had a 
huge impact on this work. They have read my work carefully, posed insightful questions, 
and ultimately shaped both this study and my understanding of disciplinary literacy. 
 
Beyond this work, many thanks also belong to Dr. Lee Indrisano, an incredible source of 
knowledge and guidance over my time at SED. 
 
This work could not have been completed without Michelle Carney, Susan Fields, and 
Evelyn Ford-Connors; each provided guidance, humor, and LOTS of coffee talks both in 
Boston and beyond. 
 
I am also overwhelmingly grateful for all of my colleagues in Cabarrus County Schools. 
While I learned so much about literacy from BU, I have learned so much about 
leveraging a school system to share that knowledge with others from my smart, strong, 
driven colleagues. Specifically, this study would have been impossible with Leanne, 
Kimm, and Blair, who all provided their unique perspectives throughout this process.   
 
My parents also deserve so much acknowledgment in the completion of this work. They 
have always (and especially in the past decade) supported my decisions and helped me 
		 vi 
achieve things beyond what I thought possible. 
 
Last, but certainly not least, my sweet family earns the largest thank you. Josh, Mandy, 
and Ben have been exceedingly patient and taken on more than their fair share so that I 
could focus my attention on this work. Six years ago, I stepped off a plane with four 
boxes and two suitcases, not knowing a soul in Boston. Throughout the years, I wondered 
many times if I’d always be on my own, and now, with them, my heart and my arms are 
always wonderfully full. 
 
  
		 vii 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND 
DISCIPLINARY LITERACY INSTRUCTION: 
 IMPACTING SECONDARY TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES 
JAMIE BAUGHAN ABERCROMBIE 
Boston University School of Education, 2018 
Major Professor: Jeanne R. Paratore, Ed.D., Professor of Language and Literacy 
Education 
 
ABSTRACT 
 This mixed-methods study examined the ways secondary teachers’ participation 
in a year-long disciplinary literacy professional development impacted the ways teachers 
described and implemented disciplinary literacy instruction. Over the course of eight 
months, 31 teachers met for seven, three-hour sessions where they discussed literacy 
research, analyzed others’ instructional plans, and created disciplinary literacy activities 
and lessons. To examine changes in teachers’ descriptions of disciplinary literacy 
instruction, teachers’ self-reports of their disciplinary literacy were collected before and 
after the professional development and frequency counts of disciplinary literacy practices 
were taken and compared.  To inspect potential changes in their disciplinary literacy 
instruction, a subgroup of participants were filmed three times (before the onset of 
professional development, at the midpoint of professional development, and following 
the conclusion of the professional development) and interviewed before and after the 
professional development. Two of these participants were also assigned control teachers 
(teaching the same discipline in the same school without participating in the professional 
development). These control teachers were also interviewed and filmed in the same 
		 viii 
windows. Through analysis of teachers’ written self-reports, video-recorded lessons, and 
interview transcripts, three key findings emerged. First, professional development had a 
substantial impact on the ways teachers described their disciplinary literacy instruction. 
Second, however, it had a smaller impact on their teaching. It is hypothesized that this 
may have been the relatively brief period for enactment of new knowledge. Third, 
participants reported that they identified and utilized available school-based supports to 
reflect on ideas presented in the professional development.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
Rationale 	
The ongoing concern over adolescents’ achievement is well-documented (e.g., 
Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Kamil, 2003), and stagnant achievement is evident at the 
secondary level: data from both the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) and Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) have remained 
relatively unchanged in the past decades (NAEP, 2013; PISA, 2012). One proposal to 
mediate secondary students’ persistent underperformance is the explicit teaching of 
disciplinary literacies (Moje, 2008; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Proponents of this 
model posit that providing students with direct instruction on the discipline-specific ways 
experts approach reading, writing, speaking, and listening provides students with 
opportunities for extended engagement with text, leading to increased vocabulary 
knowledge (Nagy & Townsend, 2012), improved reading comprehension (Spence, Yore, 
& Williams, 1999), and greater content knowledge (Greenleaf et. al, 2010).  Wide 
support exists for such a model; however, several factors complicate its implementation. 
First, research on disciplinary literacy is emerging, but much remains to be done. While 
existing research shows the potential for disciplinary literacy instruction to impact 
literacy in elementary (e.g., VanSledright, 2002), secondary (e.g., Monte-Santo, 2010), 
post-secondary (Conley, 2012), and professional (e.g., Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008) 
settings, a larger body of research is needed to determine its specific impact on struggling 
and proficient readers as well as best practices in instruction and assessment.  
In addition, while the inclusion of disciplinary literacy has relied on teachers 
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taking responsibility to change their instructional approaches, a combination of factors 
hinders the success of these efforts. First, secondary teachers receive little instruction and 
support in incorporating literacy practices into their respective content areas in both their 
undergraduate preparation and in their professional settings (e.g., Heller & Greenleaf, 
2007). When combined with the departmentalized nature of secondary schools, this lack 
of literacy knowledge causes many middle and high school teachers to view their role as 
content-area experts (not literacy experts) (Sunderman, Amos, & Williams, 2002), 
asserting that literacy instruction is the responsibility of the English teacher (Lester, 
2000) and voicing concerns over having adequate time to cover both content and literacy 
practices (Wilson, Grisham, & Smetana, 2009).   
Given this context, it is no surprise that many secondary teachers report 
reluctance and resistance to planning and implementing literacy instruction (e.g., Fisher 
& Ivey, 2005). However, research demonstrates that these attitudes and teachers’ 
subsequent instruction can be mitigated with appropriate professional development and 
instructional support (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2009).  To improve adolescent literacy 
achievement, then, it seems that a professional development initiative utilizing research-
based structures and supports focused on providing secondary teachers with knowledge 
of and support in implementing disciplinary literacy practices in their classrooms would 
lead to a change in teachers’ practice and ultimately improve adolescent literacy 
outcomes.  
 Existing research supports the direction of this work, showing positive impacts of 
disciplinary literacy instruction on adolescents’ literacy abilities and revealing specific 
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professional development characteristics that lead to change in secondary teachers’ 
instruction.   
Research indicates a promising beginning for disciplinary literacy instruction to 
impact adolescents’ reading comprehension (Spence, Yore, & Williams, 1999), 
disciplinary writing abilities (De La Paz, 2005); and content knowledge (Greenleaf et al., 
2010). Given what is already known about the success of strategy instruction (e.g., Paris, 
Lipson, & Wixson, 1994) and the positive effects of wide reading (Stanovich, 1984), it is 
not surprising that the benefits of both are also evident when used with specific 
disciplinary literacy practices. When secondary students are provided with explicit 
strategy instruction on discipline-specific literacy practices and given opportunities to 
practice, their disciplinary literacy abilities improve: students receiving this instruction 
produced higher quality pieces of discipline-specific writing (De La Paz, 2005), 
participated effectively in authentic discussions (Hand, Wallace, & Yang, 2004), and read 
more critically through the lens of the discipline (Lee, 1995).  
To examine how these practices might be shared with secondary teachers, I turned to 
research that examined the relationship between professional development and changes in 
secondary teachers’ instruction. This work highlights the significance of social 
interaction and key relationships associated with professional development in changing 
secondary teachers’ instructional practice. Professional development opportunities that 
facilitate relationships among teachers is a common factor related to changing teacher 
practice. Professional developments that are structured to encourage accountability and 
collective participation around new learning (Lester, 2000), self-reflection (Sato, Wei, & 
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Darling-Hammond, 1998), and critical feedback (e.g., Jeanpierre et al., 2005) are often 
cited as influential in changing teachers’ instructional practice. In addition, teachers’ 
feeling of support from both administrators (Johnson, 2007) and professional 
development facilitators (Jeanpierre et al., 2007; Johnson & Marx, 2009) in implementing 
new practices influences teachers’ instruction.  
To summarize, national and international achievement data tell us that adolescents 
consistently under-perform on tests of literacy achievement, and there is evidence that 
such under-achievement may relate to inadequate attention to ways to read across the 
various disciplines that dominate secondary school curriculum. Further, evidence 
indicates that even secondary classroom teachers may be especially ill-equipped to teach 
literacy because their preservice education likely focused primarily on developing content 
knowledge with little attention to the literacy instruction necessary to help adolescents 
navigate the range of texts they encounter on a daily basis. Moreover, when they are 
provided opportunities for professional development as inservice teachers, these 
initiatives often lack the characteristics that effectively engage teachers (e.g., 
opportunities to work with peers to co-construct understanding of ways to teach), and in 
addition, such initiatives rarely address the development of disciplinary literacies. Taken 
together, these findings point to the need for a professional development experience 
designed to support multiple forms of teacher collaboration with a particular focus on 
supporting secondary teachers in understanding, recognizing, and implementing 
disciplinary literacy practices.   
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Purpose of the Study 
Given adolescents’ persistently low literacy achievement and the challenges 
associated with supporting teachers in implementing literacy instruction, I set out to 
examine how to support secondary teachers in changing the ways they thought about and 
implemented literacy instruction. To examine the effects of an evidence-based approach 
to professional development on secondary teachers’ disciplinary literacy practices, the 
present study examined the following question: “How does participation in sustained 
professional development that combines monthly face-to-face meetings with online 
assignments affect (a) teachers’ expression of pedagogical content knowledge related to 
disciplinary literacy, and (b) teachers’ instructional practices in disciplinary literacy?” 	  
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Definition of Terms 	
Cognitive (explicit) strategy instruction provides students with direct instruction and 
multiple opportunities for practice on the ways proficient readers interact with texts to 
create meaning (e.g., asking questions to interrogate texts, summarizing, activating prior 
knowledge, and organizing and engaging prior knowledge with newly learned 
information) (Pressley, 2006). 
Conditional knowledge is knowing when and under what conditions to use specific 
comprehension strategies (Paris et al., 1994).  
Content-area literacy refers to developing students’ abilities to use generic reading and 
writing strategies (e.g., note-taking, summarizing, inferring) to learn from content-area 
texts (Bean, Readence, & Baldwin, 2011). 
Declarative knowledge is knowing the steps and purpose(s) of specific comprehension 
strategies (Paris et al., 1994). 
Disciplinary literacy refers to the specific reading, writing, speaking, and listening 
practices used by experts in a particular discipline (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). 
Gradual Release of Responsibility Model is an instructional model that gradually shifts 
responsibility for demonstration of skills and strategies from the teacher to the student, 
scaffolding students to use new learning independently (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983). 
High-quality professional development is sustained, intensive professional learning 
around academic content that provides opportunities for active learning and collective 
participation among teachers, administrators, and other educational leaders (Garet et al., 
2001).  
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Procedural knowledge is knowing when to use particular strategies in order to 
comprehend text (Paris et al., 1994). 	  
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CHAPTER TWO 
Review of the Literature 	
The reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills students must acquire to be 
prepared to participate in a global society are greater than previous generations (Smith et. 
al, 2000). However, while the literacy demands of post-secondary academic and 
professional settings have increased, adolescents’ literacy achievement on both national 
and international scales has remained virtually unchanged (NAEP, 2013; PISA, 2012). A 
potential source of this lack of change in achievement is connected to the traditional 
instructional practices consistently utilized by secondary teachers (i.e., lecture, textbooks, 
etc.) (Williamson, 2006). In many instances, while secondary teachers recognize the low 
literacy achievement of their students, they continue to use these practices because they 
feel underprepared to incorporate literacy instruction into the work of their discipline, 
reporting students’ literacy instruction is the responsibility of the English teacher (Lester, 
2000).   
Given the mismatch between what students need and what teachers are prepared 
to teach, professional development is often a proposed solution to provide teachers with 
literacy pedagogy instruction to use with middle and high school students. Nevertheless, 
while professional development can impact teachers’ practice (Garet et al., 2001), many 
initiatives do not lead to a change in instruction, and adolescent literacy achievement 
remains relatively unchanged.  
This study is based on the hypothesis that a research-based professional 
development initiative will influence secondary teachers’ perceptions and pedagogical 
		
9 
practices of disciplinary literacy, potentially improving adolescent literacy success. I 
arrived at this hypothesis on the basis of my review of two bodies of work: (a) the impact 
of disciplinary literacy instruction on student outcomes, and (b) effective professional 
development for secondary teachers. In the sections that follow, I will review the 
literature on both disciplinary literacy and professional development for secondary 
teachers. First, I present the research defining disciplinary literacy (differentiating it from 
content-area literacy), descriptions of literacy in history, science, mathematics, English 
literature, different disciplinary literacy pedagogies, and existing studies tying 
disciplinary literacy to student outcomes. Next, I present the research on professional 
development impacting the literacy instructional practices of secondary teachers. I will 
present the research of professional development practices impacting teachers’ pedagogy 
K-12 before highlighting case studies and quasi-experimental studies focused specifically 
on professional development practices impacting secondary teachers’ literacy instruction. 
Finally, I will combine the two bodies of research and present conclusions and 
implications for addressing the under-performance of adolescents in literacy.   
Disciplinary Literacy 
An initial source of confusion related to the topic of disciplinary literacy for 
teachers, administrators, parents, and students is the difference between content-area 
literacy and disciplinary literacy. While both are approaches to developing adolescents’ 
academic literacy, they are not synonymous. Content-area literacy refers to developing 
students’ abilities to use generic reading and writing strategies (e.g., note-taking, 
summarizing, inferring) to learn from content-area texts (Bean, Readence, & Baldwin, 
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2011).  Disciplinary literacy refers to the ways reading, writing, speaking, and listening 
are used specific to each discipline (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008)  
According to Shanahan and Shanahan (2008), students learn basic literacy skills 
(phonics, building sight vocabulary) in the earliest grades, followed by a period of 
intermediate literacy focused on general comprehension strategies. The most 
sophisticated literacy skills are those connected to disciplinary literacy (the literacy 
practices specific to each discipline). It is important to note, however, that these types of 
literacy knowledge can be built concurrently. Students learning basic literacy skills can 
also be exposed to the ways that experts in each discipline approach reading, writing, 
speaking, and listening. Likewise, students can also be taught the differences between 
intermediate literacy skills (content-area literacy) and disciplinary literacy skills, 
ultimately being able to determine the best instances to employ either/both types to 
achieve their purposes.  
Given that the purpose of this study investigates professional development around 
disciplinary literacy, the following sections detail the distinctive differences in what it 
means to be literate in the major disciplines.  
History 
 Literacy in history requires students to critically consider the context in which 
texts and ideas were produced. Historians typically utilize primary source documents 
(Nokes, 2003) and read with an eye towards bias (e.g., Wineburg, 2003). Readers are 
constantly considering the author of the text with questions such as “Who wrote this? 
What was his/her background? What was his/her perspective?” and comparing the 
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information from the original source with other sources (Wineburg, 2003). Reading as a 
historian, then, requires students to both understand the source of the point of view or 
informational details and to integrate multiple sources of information to build a 
comprehensive, balanced, and compelling case (Leinhardt, 1994).  
Science 
In comparison to reading like a historian, science literacy requires a largely 
different set of skills: prediction, observation, analysis, summarization, and presentation 
as students read, write, speak, and listen (Lemke, 1990). To learn science content, 
students must be able to ask questions, make predictions, and create hypotheses based on 
the knowledge they develop from reading or listening (e.g., Houseal, et al., 2016). In 
addition, they must be able to utilize the practices of scientists: designing and carrying 
out experiments to test their hypotheses, drawing conclusions based on the results of their 
experiments and the existing knowledge (e.g., Hand, Wallace, & Yang, 2004). Finally, 
they must be able to present their findings with others in formal and informal ways 
(Hand, Wallace, & Yang, 2004; Palinscar & Magnusson, 2001) 
Mathematics 
While the volume of mathematical text is typically less than other disciplines, the 
relative paucity of words makes each one meaningful and valuable. Mathematicians 
highlight precision and accuracy in both written and spoken language (Bass, 2006; 
Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Unlike other disciplines in which readers are encouraged 
to “get the main ideas” or the “gist,” in mathematics texts, readers are reminded that 
attention to each word matters as any individual word could change the way a particular 
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problem is approached or solved. 
English Literature 
 Literacy in English Literature demands students identify and analyze the impact 
of figurative language, symbolism, and various literary devices while they consider the 
different historical and social contexts in which texts were created (Lee, 2001). Students 
of English Literature must make inferences about how these contexts impacted the 
author’s decisions with regard to choices about structure, content, and wording. Literary 
experts highlight the important skill of making personal meaning from a text by 
identifying patterns and seeking evidence to create and support claims (Rainey, 2017). 
Disciplinary Literacy Pedagogies 
Further complicating matters for secondary teachers are the different pedagogical 
approaches to incorporating disciplinary literacy into instruction. Moje (2008) created 
four categories from existing theory and research: (a) cognitive literacy strategies 
perspective; (b) disciplinary epistemological perspective; (c) linguistic processes 
perspective; and (d) cultural navigation perspective.  
 The cognitive processes perspective is the most often cited in research and has the 
longest tradition of research (i.e., Herber, 1970). It highlights teaching students self-
regulating literacy strategies for text comprehension (e.g., Reciprocal Teaching [Palinscar 
& Brown, 1984] and Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction [Guthrie, Wigfield, & 
Perencevich, 2004]). This perspective positions disciplinary literacy as accessible to any 
student provided s/he has been taught the strategies for understanding. However, Moje 
(2008) asserted that this perspective fails to address the specific demands of each 
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discipline’s texts. In addition, research on this perspective is much more prevalent at the 
upper elementary and middle school levels, and much more uncertain at the high school 
level. 
 In comparison, the disciplinary epistemological perspective (Wineberg, 1991 in 
Moje 2008) emphasizes how experts in a discipline think and how their thinking shapes 
their reading and writing. Much of the research in this category focuses on highlighting 
how members of a discipline think and on uncovering the specific reading and writing 
practices associated with each (Hand et al., 1999, Wineberg & Martin, 2004). With a 
focus on how knowledge is produced and consumed within each discipline, the 
expectation is that students (and teachers) will be metacognitive about the specific ways 
of reading, writing, speaking, and listening in each discipline. However, the disciplinary 
epistemological perspective is criticized for focusing too heavily on the work of the 
discipline without considering the impact of students’ existing knowledge on students’ 
overall understanding.  
 The linguistic processes perspective focuses on analyzing the language practices 
of specific disciplines, specifically systemic functional linguistics (Halliday & 
Matthiessen, 2004). Students are taught how texts are structured and how grammar and 
vocabulary are used to create different effects for varying purposes within each 
discipline. Although this perspective can be extremely helpful in exploring the nuances of 
language associated with each discipline (helping students manage the challenges posed 
by academic texts), its abstract nature can seem complex and may be polarizing for 
students. 
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 Finally, the cultural navigation perspective links students’ everyday language use 
to the practices in each discipline to create what has become known as a “third-space” 
(Moje, 2000) for student learning to occur, emphasizing oral and written language. This 
perspective presents disciplinary literacy as another discourse community of which 
children are a part. While the cultural navigation perspective provides opportunities for 
students to reflect on how discourse norms are constructed (both in their own language 
usage as well as in each discipline), it is often criticized for being too vague about the 
specific discourse practices of each discipline.  
 Taken together, the existing work on disciplinary literacy has promising 
beginnings but much remains to be learned. Much of the work is theoretical and is only 
beginning to explore the practices of disciplinary experts, with only a few studies 
examining classroom practice. Given that attention to disciplinary literacy is often a 
proposed solution to improving adolescent reading achievement, I next sought to 
determine how disciplinary literacy instruction might impact students’ literacy 
achievement.  
Disciplinary Literacy Instruction and Student Outcomes 
 To identify relevant studies, multiple databases were searched (Academic 
OneFile, Education Full Text, and ERIC) for studies connecting disciplinary literacy 
instruction to students’ outcomes in reading, writing, speaking, and/or listening. Using 
the key words disciplinary literacy and middle school the search of Academic OneFile 
yielded 65 results, Education Full Text yielded 126, and ERIC generated 11. Using the 
key words disciplinary literacy and high school the search of Academic OneFile yielded 
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101 results, Education Full Text yielded 200, and ERIC generated 21. 
 Parameters were set in place to focus the review’s conclusions on a relationship 
between disciplinary literacy instruction and student outcomes. First, only studies from 
peer-reviewed publications were accepted. Next, studies including undergraduate and 
graduate students were removed due to the different nature of postsecondary educational 
contexts. Studies occurring outside the United States were also excluded, given the 
international differences in the context of education. Finally, only studies were included 
that measured change in student achievement as a means of proving a potential solution 
to the existing adolescent literacy problem. These parameters resulted in five studies. 
Two additional studies were located from the references of other sources.  
 The resulting studies are organized by literacy focus (reading and then writing) as 
well as the discipline studied.  
 Reading Comprehension in Science. Spence, Yore, and Williams (1999) studied 
the effect of explicit science reading instruction on seventh-grade students’ strategy-use 
and comprehension of science text using a single-group pretest/posttest case study. 
Participants were twenty-seven (n=27) seventh-grade students who were randomly 
assigned to a science class and represented a wide range of academic ability and social 
behaviors. Before the treatment began, participants were given two pretest measures.  
The Index of Science Reading Awareness (Yore et al., 1998) assessed students’ 
understanding of an efficient, successful science reader. Students’ science reading 
comprehension was measured using three passages from The Atlas of the Solar System 
(Yenne, 1987). Passages were similar in content and structure and did not relate to topics 
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covered during the treatment. Nine literal, open-ended, text-based questions were 
included for each passage. Student answers were scored according to a rubric.  
 The treatment consisted of 22 weeks of explicit reading strategy instruction 
embedded in normal guided inquiry science instruction. Strategies were selected based on 
the topic and text and embedded in the work of the unit. After direct instruction, students 
practiced applying the strategy on a science text in small groups. At the end of 22 weeks, 
the ISRA and science reading comprehension measures were administered again as 
posttests. Both pretest and posttest average scores were taken for the IRSA and reading 
comprehension questions and results were examined using correlated t-tests. Students 
demonstrated significant change in all three areas examined: metacognitive awareness 
(µ=19,74; p<.001), metacognitive self-management (µ=3.85; p<.001), and 
comprehension (µ=1.74; p<.001). These results indicate that seventh-grade students’ 
metacognition and science reading comprehension can be improved when provided 
specific, science-related comprehension strategy instruction. 
 Fang & Wei (2010) researched the efficacy of improving middle-school students’ 
science literacy by comparing two curricula: inquiry-based science plus reading (ISR) 
and inquiry-based science only (IS) over 22 weeks. Participants were 233 sixth-grade 
students (an entire grade level) in 10 science classes (n=233). Two science teachers 
(teaching five classes each) designated three classes as the experimental group (n=140) 
and two classes as the comparison group (n=93). Both the experimental and comparison 
settings used an inquiry-based curriculum designed by the two teachers during the 
previous year and based on their science textbook (both classes covered the same units 
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related to the main textbook, used the same teacher-directed inquiry activities, and took 
the same field trips). The treatment group received an additional 15-20 minutes of 
reading strategy instruction per week and the inclusion of a home reading program. The 
reading strategies taught were chosen based on their importance to science literacy: 
predicting, thick and thin questioning, concept mapping, morphemic analysis, 
recognizing genre features, paraphrasing, note taking, and think-pair-share. Strategies 
were selected weekly based on the topic to be covered and texts to be read. Lessons were 
co-planned and co-taught with a reading educator using an explain-model-guide-apply 
instructional model. The home science reading program used 196 books recommended by 
the National Science Teachers Association. Books were grouped into six bins, each 
including a variety of text levels and topics. Bins were rotated between classrooms on a 
weekly basis.  Students selected one book per week to read, share the book with a family 
member, and complete a Reading Reflection Sheet (minutes read, how much they liked 
the book, and one big idea they learned). The following week, the students engaged in a 
short, teacher-led discussion about their responses and checked out new books.  
 To measure potential changes in students’ reading, two pre/post data sources were 
collected: (a) Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test (MacGintie, et al., 2002) (measuring 
general reading ability) and (b) teacher-created curriculum-referenced science test (25 
multiple-choice questions measuring science content knowledge). An ANCOVA was 
used the compare mean posttest scores from both data sources. Based on the Gates-
MacGinitie, students in the experimental condition outperformed the comparison group 
on vocabulary (µ=10.52; p<. 01), comprehension (µ=4.44; p<. 01), and total score 
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(µ=8.96; p<. 01). On the curriculum-referenced science test, students in the experimental 
condition also scored significantly higher (µ=2.25; p<. 01).  
 Based on the study, researchers concluded that including science reading 
strategies and a home-based reading program was more effective than an inquiry-only 
based curriculum in improving students’ reading abilities and science content knowledge, 
attributing students’ success not only to strategy instruction but also increased 
opportunities to practice through the home science reading program.  
 Greenleaf et al. (2011) used a randomized-control study to examine the impact a 
professional development model (Reading Apprenticeship) had on teachers’ ability to 
integrate disciplinary literacy practices into their biology instruction. 105 biology 
teachers from 83 schools were recruited to participate in the study. Fifty-six teachers 
were randomly assigned to the treatment condition, and the remaining 49 were assigned 
as the control group. During the 2005-2006 school year, teachers in the treatment 
condition received seven days of professional development in Reading Apprenticeship: 
five during a summer institute and two during the school year. The next school year 
(2006-2007), teachers in the treatment condition received three more days of professional 
development. During both school years, teachers in the control group taught as they 
normally would.  
To assess the impact of Reading Apprenticeship, two data sources were used: (a) 
Opportunity to Learn survey (a researcher-created survey measuring students’ 
perceptions of their teachers use of literacy in the classroom and their affective stances 
towards reading) and (b) state standardized test scores (measuring students’ biology and 
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reading comprehension performance). Researchers acknowledged the distal nature of 
these assessments, explaining they chose them because districts would not agree to 
administer a non-mandated test (given the large number of tests already being 
administered).  
Using multilevel regression models to examine differences in treatment and 
control groups’ responses on the OTL surveys, researchers found two areas of the survey 
demonstrated significant differences favoring the treatment group: Students in the 
treatment group reported more instances of reading in biology (µ=. 16; p<.05) and felt 
that biology and literacy were integrated during instruction (µ=0.27; p<.05). On the state-
mandated tests, students in the treatment group scored significantly higher than the 
control on reading comprehension (µ=0.24; p<.05) and biology (µ=13.61; p<.05). 
Researchers also examined outcomes among subgroups of students typically 
underrepresented in the sciences by analyzing data by student racial-ethnic status, English 
learner status, and gender. Statistically significant treatment-control differences favoring 
the treatment group were found for ELL students in reading comprehension (µ=0.201; 
p<.05) and biology (µ=9.452; p<.05).	
 Reading Comprehension in English. Lee’s (1995) study of 53 high school 
seniors (n=53) examined the implications of signifying (“a form of talk in the Black 
community that may involve ritual insult and almost always involves the use of figurative 
language” [Lee, 1995, p. 614]) as a scaffold for teaching literary interpretation. The 53 
students were from six senior English classes at an urban high school.  Four classes were 
randomly designated as the experimental group and the remaining two served as the 
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control. All students took a pretest that included reading a short story and answering 
eight, open-ended literal and inferential questions in writing. After the treatment, all 
students took a posttest with the same format.  
 While the control classrooms received instruction described as “business as usual” 
the experimental classes participated in instruction that scaffolded their understanding of 
literary analysis. Students were given three samples of signifying and asked to interpret 
each. After interpretation, teachers asked students to explain how they were able to 
determine the meaning. Students developed a set of criteria that helped them determine 
which words meant more than they seemed to mean on the surface; they next developed a 
list of steps (a strategy to help them determine the meaning of figurative language).  
Students then used the strategy they had developed to analyze signifying within three 
complex pieces of literature and during this process teachers provided additional 
scaffolding and support. Then students read two novels, regularly using the strategy to 
analyze signifying language and answer inferential questions.  
 The experimental group achieved a gain of almost double from pretest to posttest 
over the control group (treatment group average change from pretest to posttest µ= 1.529 
and control group average change from pretest to posttest µ=0.6736; p<.05). 
 Writing in History. De La Paz (2005) examined the effects of disciplinary 
writing strategy instruction in social studies on the structure and content of eighth-graders 
essays. A total of 133 eighth-graders were participants in the study; 70 were in the 
experimental group and 63 were in the control group. To be participants in either group, 
students had to score within the average range on the Wechsler Individual Achievement 
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Test (WIAT; Psychological Corporation, 1992) and must have earned a “C” or better in 
Social Studies and Language Arts in the previous semester. Students in the experimental 
condition completed a pre- and posttest: the pre-test was an essay on the Indian Removal 
Act of 1838, and the posttest was an essay on the U.S.-Mexican War. Students in the 
control condition completed a posttest on either the Indian Removal Act prompt or the 
U.S.-Mexican War prompt (they were randomly given the prompt; they did not choose 
which essay to write). 
 After the pre-test was administered, students in the experimental condition had 22 
days of instruction on two disciplinary strategies: historical reasoning strategy (12 days) 
and argumentative writing strategy (10 days). The historical reasoning strategy taught 
students steps to analyze primary and secondary documents and reconcile differences that 
they found. Argumentative writing strategies gave students steps for organizing an 
argumentative essay. Students in the control group received neither the historical 
reasoning strategies nor the argumentative writing strategies. Both groups, however, used 
the same texts and studied the same standards.  
 In addition to analyzing students’ essays, the researcher also interviewed 25 
students from the experimental group before and after the intervention to learn more 
about their beliefs about the type of instruction they received during the intervention.  
 All essays were scored according to length (number of words), persuasive quality 
(scored on a holistic rubric by outside scorers), number of arguments (frequency count of 
supported claims per 100 words), and historical accuracy (scored on a holistic rubric by 
outside scorers).  
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 One-way ANOVA tests were conducted to evaluate the experimental and control 
groups’ essay length, persuasive qualities, number of arguments, and historical accuracy. 
As compared to control group participants, the essays from students in the experimental 
condition were longer (µ=91.7; p=.000), more persuasive (µ=1.5; p=.000), and included 
more arguments (µ=0.6; p=.000) and demonstrated greater historical accuracy (µ=0.5; 
p=.001).  
Qualitative data from students’ interviews provide more information about the 
changes in the way students thought about text in social studies. The most prevalent 
finding was that students gained more understanding about how historians reason about 
the past and why they might have differing opinions. Students became more aware that 
“different facts can prove different points of view” and historians can “see evidence in 
different ways” (p. 151). Taken together, quantitative and qualitative data indicated that 
strategy instruction in middle-school social studies impacted students’ understanding of 
thinking, reading, and writing like a historian. 
De La Paz and Felton (2010) used a quasi-experimental design to examine the 
effects of integrating disciplinary reading and writing strategies in history on the content 
and quality of 11th graders’ argumentative essays. The study used four teachers at two 
high schools and a total of 160 11th grade students. At each school site, one teacher 
agreed to serve as the experimental group and the other agreed to serve as the comparison 
group. The written expression subtest of Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT; 
Psychological Corporation, 1992) was administered and a one-way analysis of variance 
test evaluated the relationship between the two groups: students performed a virtually the 
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same level on the pretest (p=.359). All students in both settings provided baseline data by 
completing an on-demand document-based essay (using the same documents and 
question). In the six weeks following the pre-test, students in the experimental condition 
received direct instruction on strategies for reconciling primary and secondary documents 
and strategies for composing argumentative essays (Harris & Graham, 1996). Students in 
the control setting received no strategy instruction; however, all classes focused on the 
same content standards and used the same texts. At the end of six weeks, all students in 
both settings completed a second on-demand document-based essay.  
 Measures included essay length (as measured by number of words), quality 
(measuring the quality of the content included in the essay via researcher-created rubric), 
argumentative analysis (measured by the number and quality of claims), rebuttals 
(measured by a researcher-created rubric assessing the quality of rebuttals), and 
document use (measured by the number of documents referenced and a rubric assessing 
the sophistication of document use). Students in the experimental group wrote longer 
essays with higher quality rebuttals (µ= 0.51; p=.009) and more sophisticated document 
use (µ=0.59; p=.000) than those in the comparison group. The groups did not demonstrate 
any significant difference in sophistication of claims on the posttest.   
 Writing in Science. Hand, Wallace, and Yang (2004) examined the use of the 
Science Writing Heuristic (SWH) (Hand & Keys, 1999) on seventh-grade students’ 
laboratory activities. The SWH is “a tool for promoting thinking, negotiating meaning, 
and writing about science laboratory activities…[and] represents a bridge between more 
persona, expressive forms of writing…and the recognized form of the genre” (Hand, 
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Wallace, & Yang, 2004, p. 131). It is a writing to learn tool that provides students with 
the types of questions scientists might pose in student-friendly language (e.g., What are 
my questions? What did I see? How do my ideas compare with other ideas?). The SWH 
replaces traditional lab reports by asking students to come up with their own questions, 
design the experiments to answer the question, analyze the data, and reflect on the results.  
 Five sections of seventh-grade introductory biology course (n=93) were randomly 
assigned to a treatment group (two sections), a comparison group (two sections), and a 
control group (one section) over an eight-week unit on cells. The treatment group (STG) 
used the SWH throughout and was assigned to write a textbook summary for their peers 
as a final unit project. The comparison group (SG) used the SWH throughout and wrote a 
research paper as their final project. The control group (CG) completed traditional lab 
reports and was assigned the research paper as the final project. 
 Data sources included a pretest (teacher-created test with 34 multiple-choice 
questions and three open-ended conceptual questions), a posttest (the same test as the 
pretest), and student interviews from the treatment and comparison groups. Two posttest 
scores were analyzed: the conceptual question scores and the multiple-choice question 
scores. Three ANCOVAs were computed. The treatment group outperformed the 
comparison and control groups on two conceptual questions (p<.05) and the treatment 
and comparison group outperformed the control group on the third conceptual question 
(p<.05).  On the multiple-choice section, the treatment and comparison group 
outperformed the control group (p<.05) with no significant differences between the 
treatment and comparison groups.  
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 Three students from four sections (two treatment and two comparison groups) 
were randomly selected and interviewed. Interviews were transcribed and coded; then a 
frequency analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994) was used to determine the most popular 
codes.  Based on the results, researchers made three assertions: (1) students attributed 
their increased understanding of cells to activities associated with the SWH (creating 
their own questions, discussions); (2) students demonstrated a sophisticated 
understanding of the ways of writing in science, specifically, the relationship between 
questions, evidence, and claims; (3) students valued the textbook writing activity as a 
way to further their science knowledge. 
 Looking at these studies through Moje’s (2008) lens of disciplinary literacy 
pedagogies, we can see that six of the seven students are either the cognitive processes 
(Fang & Wei, 2010; Hand, Wallace, & Yang, 2004; Spence, Yore, & Williams, 1999) or 
the disciplinary literacy epistemological perspective (De La Paz, 2005; De La Paz & 
Felton, 2010; Greenleaf et al., 2010). Only one study represented the cultural navigation 
perspective (Lee, 1995).  
Conclusions and Implications 
 Based on the studies reviewed, three conclusions can be drawn. 
1. Explicit strategy instruction in discipline-specific reading strategies 
improves reading comprehension of middle-school students (Feng & Wei, 
2010; Spence, Yore, & Williams, 1999) and high school students 
(Greenleaf et al., 2010). 
2. Explicit strategy instruction in discipline-specific writing strategies 
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improves the disciplinary writing abilities of middle-school students (De 
La Paz, 2005; Hand, Wallace, & Yang, 2004) and high school students 
(De La Paz & Felton, 2010). 
3. Grounding strategy instruction in students’ everyday discourse and 
connecting it to discipline-specific practice improves their abilities to 
participate in a discipline’s discourse (Lee, 1995).  
Although this is a promising beginning in improving adolescents’ literacy 
achievement, much work remains to be done. Future studies should consider the 
following recommendations. First, the majority of studies within the parameters of this 
review were in either science or history. More research is needed in other disciplines to 
determine other potential areas of effectiveness.  
Second, all but one of the identified studies focused on cognitive-strategy 
instruction. Future studies should explore other disciplinary-literacy perspectives 
(disciplinary epistemological perspective, linguistic processes perspective, and cultural 
navigation perspective) to create a more comprehensive picture of how disciplinary 
literacy can be most effectively used with secondary students.  
 Taken together, these studies indicate that disciplinary-literacy instruction has the 
potential to positively influence adolescents’ reading and writing (and those effects may 
possibly be stronger for groups of students that typically struggle). However, reaping the 
benefits of this model involve more than simply encouraging teachers to use disciplinary 
practices in their classrooms. Given what is known about secondary teachers and the 
inclusion of literacy practices in their instruction, effective professional development can 
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instruct and support them in beginning to include disciplinary literacy. The following 
section reviews the research of effective professional development for secondary teachers 
in the hopes of finding an effective framework for supporting middle and high school 
teachers in utilizing this model.  
Professional Development for Secondary Teachers 
Each year, schools, districts, and the federal government spend millions of dollars 
on professional development; however, there is little to no evidence that these efforts 
result in changes in teachers’ practice (Borko, 2004). While a variety of financial and 
logistical factors hinder the success of these efforts, the majority of programs fail because 
many professional development initiatives, despite having improved student achievement 
as a goal, fail to clearly show teachers how what is learned in the session can result in 
improving student learning (Fullan, 2009). 
Instead, many professional development efforts focus on changing teacher beliefs, 
attitudes, and perceptions with the assumption that this will lead to a change in practice 
(Guskey, 1986). However, research indicates that professional development leaders 
would be better served to focus first on changing teachers’ classroom practice and rely on 
subsequent student successes from the changed practice leading to changes in their 
beliefs (Huberman & Crandall, 1983; Huberman & Miles, 1984; Guskey & Huberman, 
1995).  
Given the abundance of professional development opportunities that teachers do 
not find useful, it is no surprise that many secondary teachers report reluctance and 
resistance to participating in further professional development (Smylie, 1989). However, 
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research demonstrates that teachers’ attitudes toward professional development and 
instructional outcomes can be improved with appropriate professional development and 
instructional support. Such professional development contexts: 
• Provide opportunities for collaborative learning (across multiple grade levels and 
subjects) (Darling-Hammond, et.al, 2009; Learning Forward, 2011; Little, 1998; 
Reed, 2009), 
• Make explicit the links between curriculum, assessment, and professional-
learning decisions in the context of teaching specific content (Darling-Hammond, 
et.al, 2009) including providing teachers choice in choosing relevant topics for 
study (Reed, 2009), 
• Create an active learning context where teachers apply new knowledge and 
receive feedback (Darling-Hammond, et.al, 2009; Learning Forward, 2011), 
• Build teacher disciplinary knowledge (Darling-Hammond, et.al, 2009; Little, 
1998), 
• Engage teachers in sustained learning (30-100 hours over six to 12 months) 
(Darling-Hammond, et.al, 2009), including time for reflection and planning 
(Reed, 2009), 
• Provide focused instruction on particular instructional practices (e.g., Fisher, Frey, 
& Williams, 2002), and 
• Align with district and school-wide leadership and visions for literacy (allowing 
for provision of time, goals, resources) (Deshler et al., 2001; Learning Forward, 
2011; Reed, 2009). 
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Garet, et al., (2001) presented further evidence of characteristics of effective 
professional development in a large-scale study using survey data from 1,027 K-12 
science teachers. Table 1 presents their findings. 
Table 1 
Characteristics of Professional Development 
 
Predictor Description β 
Enhanced 
knowledge and 
skills 
Curriculum 
Instructional methods 
Approaches to assessment 
Use of technology in instruction 
Strategies for teaching diverse student populations 
Deepening knowledge of content 
.58 
Coherence 
Connections with goals and other activities 
Alignment with state and district standards and assessments 
Communication with others 
.54 
Active Learning 
Observing/being observed 
Planning classroom implementation 
Reviewing student work 
Presenting, leading, and writing 
.40 
Contact Hours Hours spent in professional development .26 
Content Focus 
Content of PD varies in emphasis of: 
pedagogical content knowledge 
specificity of changes in teaching practice 
goals for student learning 
ways students learn 
.25 
Collective 
Participation 
Groups of teachers from the same school, department, and/or 
grade level .13 
Type Traditional (workshops, institutes, seminars) vs. reform (coaching, mentoring, study groups) .13 
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Although existing studies of efficacious professional development provide some 
guidance, much of what is known about professional development that changes teaching 
is based on data from K-12 teachers. Given the contextual differences between 
elementary and secondary schools, it is possible that effective professional development 
might not be universal and that effective professional development for secondary teachers 
could be different from other levels. To further explore the potential differences at the 
secondary level, this part of the literature review focuses on how professional 
development practices impact secondary teachers’ practice and secondary students’ 
achievement.  
 To identify related studies, multiple databases were searched (Academic OneFile, 
Education Full Text, and ERIC) for investigations related to professional development 
that resulted in changes in teachers’ practice or student achievement. Using the key words 
professional development, effective, and secondary, the search of Academic OneFile 
yielded 38 results, Educational Full Text yielded 47, and ERIC generated 127. To ensure 
all necessary studies were included, the same databases were searched with the terms 
professional development, effective, and middle school as well as professional 
development, effective, and high school. These additional searches yielded 288 results.  
 Parameters were set in place to focus on specific professional development 
practices that resulted in changes in teacher practice or student achievement. First, only 
studies from peer-reviewed publications were accepted. Also, to attend to the difference 
in the context between elementary and secondary levels, studies including elementary 
grades were eliminated, leaving studies that focused exclusively on any grades between 
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sixth and twelfth. Next, studies including pre-service teachers were removed, as this 
group typically demonstrates more receptiveness to new ideas and learning situations 
than practicing teachers (e.g., Fang, 1996). Finally, studies occurring outside the United 
States were also excluded, given the international differences in the context of education. 
This resulted in a total of seven studies.  
 In organizing this review, the studies are categorized as either case analyses (of 
particular teachers and/or schools) and comparative studies (of particular methods of 
professional development).  
Case Analyses 
Lester’s (2000) study examined which professional development characteristics 
impacted the practice of high school teachers. A total of 93 high school teachers and nine 
high school administrators in three professional development settings (all focused on 
incorporating literacy activities into secondary instruction): site-based (n=7), district-
based (n=68), and university-based (n=27). At each site, participants were given an 
open-ended questionnaire and reflective writing activity at the conclusion of the 
professional development. Some teachers and administrators (the exact number was not 
reported) were randomly selected to participate in a semi-structured interview. Cross-case 
analysis of the three settings was used to explore teachers’ and administrators’ responses 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Researchers coded participants’ answers and found five 
consistent themes in the responses: (a) teachers are eager to learn about best practices; (b) 
teachers want their voices heard; (c) teachers are doing what they have to do; (d) teachers 
need a structured professional development program; (e) teachers must be held 
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accountable. 
Jeanpierre, Oberhauser, and Freeman’s (2005) study of the effects of a two-week 
professional development institute for secondary science teachers (n=44) and students 
centered on increasing inquiry projects over three years. During the institute, participants 
utilized hands-on inquiry as well as participated in multiple conversations with ecologists 
(serving as content experts) and colleagues. Those ecologists then visited teachers’ 
classrooms two times a year. During the course of the study, five data sources were 
collected. Before the institute, teachers completed an initial written survey of their current 
use of inquiry-based projects. Then, during the two-week institute and subsequent 
classroom visits, researchers’ field notes documented staff conversations with teachers 
and observations of institute activities and later classroom instruction. Third, researchers 
evaluated the completion and quality of the projects created during the institute. Fourth, 
case studies were developed on 20 teachers (seven from high school and nine from 
middle school). Case study teachers were chosen based on the grade level taught in order 
to ensure representation from the 6-12 grade span. All case study participants were 
interviewed twice each year until the project ended. In addition, case study participants 
took a pre- and post-assessment measuring their content knowledge before the institute 
and at the end of the three years. Results from survey data indicate that all teachers 
(n=44) involved increased their use of inquiry-based projects (p=0.001). Results from the 
content-area pre- and post-assessment indicate that teachers’ content knowledge also 
increased significantly (p<0.001).  
Researchers examined data from the surveys to understand and explain changes in 
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instructional practice and gains in content knowledge. They found three patterns in 
teachers’ responses that they speculate relate to the outcomes. The professional 
development model (a) built content and pedagogical knowledge by including numerous 
opportunities for practice; (b)required teachers to demonstrate competence in a tangible 
and assessable way; (c) demonstrated high expectations for learning and capability to 
facilitate multifaceted experiences by professional development facilitators. 
 Johnson (2007) conducted a study in which he followed the science departments 
at two middle schools for two years and examined the effectiveness of their professional 
development in supporting teachers in implementing standards-based instructional 
practices. The first school, Glendale Middle, had a science department of three teachers 
(n=3), and data from their pre-study questionnaires revealed they used traditional science 
instructional practices (i.e., lecture, labs). In their first year of professional development, 
the teachers set goals for themselves to improve their science teaching. During the school 
year, they attended nine monthly sessions (totaling 80 hours) where topics and activities 
were designed to help them meet these goals. During the second year of the study, the 
teachers chose to continue this model with the addition of peer observations of one 
another. During their monthly sessions, part of their time was used to discuss their 
observations and offer feedback to one another.   
 The second school, Eastridge Junior High, had a science department of three 
teachers as well (n=3). Like Glendale, they also set their own goals for professional 
development. Unlike Glenridge, the teachers opted to have their monthly meetings after 
school (totaling 20 hours of professional development). During the second year of the 
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study, their professional development stopped due to budget constraints.  
 At each site, data sources included four unannounced classroom observations 
using the Local Systemic Change Classroom Observation Protocol (see Appendix) each 
year and two semi-structured interviews (one at the beginning of the first year and the 
second in the middle of the second year). Observations and interviews were transcribed 
and coded, and LCSCOP categories (levels of instruction) were recorded for each 
observation. At the end of two years, the three teachers at Glendale Middle had improved 
at least two levels within the LCS protocol. The teachers at Eastridge remained at the 
same level according to the LCS protocol. Researchers used data from semi-structured 
interviews to explore the reasons behind these changes. Based on teacher reports, two 
factors impacted the transfer of professional development to their practice: time and 
administrative support. Related to time, teachers at Glendale were given leave from their 
classrooms throughout the year, while the teachers at Eastridge opted to use time before 
and after school to meet. Because Eastridge’s time was not protected, other events and 
activities often preempted professional development, resulting in fewer contact hours. 
Related to administrative support, because of district-level issues, funding remained 
frozen for the Eastridge teachers, compelling many of them to fail to return to the 
program in its second year. In addition, Eastridge teachers began to feel an increased 
emphasis on testing from their administrators and reverted to traditional methods. 
 Taken together, these studies highlight both teachers’ desire to learn and the 
importance of administrators’ instructional support and leadership in ensuring that 
learning takes place. In each study, teachers chose to participate in each learning 
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experience. Interestingly, the success of turning their learning into pedagogical practice 
seems to be related to the support of administration. For some, this support came in the 
form of funding (Johnson, 2007; Jeanpierre, Obserhauser, & Freeman, 2005), while in 
other studies, administrative support of teacher learning was demonstrated through 
protection of teachers’ time for learning (Johnson, 2007; Lester, 2003). 
Quasi-Experimental Studies 
Penuel, McWilliams, McAuliffe, Benbow, Mably, and Hayden (2008) studied the 
impact of three different models of professional development on increasing inquiry-based 
teaching in 41 sixth, seventh, and eighth grade Earth Science teachers. The first condition 
was centered on the curriculum, Investigating Earth Systems (IES), and the professional 
development focused on preparing teachers (n=14) to teach its ten modules. Teachers 
attended a face-to-face, two-week initial workshop that focused on an overview of the 
curriculum and its online assessment features. Teachers also attended four sessions 
throughout the academic year to discuss issues and successes with implementation of the 
curriculum. The second condition, Earth Science by Design (ESBD), was a yearlong 
professional development focused on supporting teachers in applying the principles of 
Understanding by Design (UbD) (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005) to the teaching of Earth 
Science. Teachers (n=13) in this condition attended a two-week workshop in the summer 
(focused on writing the essential questions, enduring understandings and performance 
assessments), two days of follow-up professional development in the fall, and three days 
of follow-up professional development in the spring, both focused on reflection and 
revision of the units. The third condition was a hybrid condition of IES and ESBD, 
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including a two-week summer workshop, two days of professional development in the 
fall, and three days of professional development in the spring. In this condition, teachers 
(n=14) studied the IES curriculum through the lens of UbD, connecting the curriculum to 
bigger ideas and concepts in Earth Science through discussion.   
Data were collected through an open-ended survey conducted a year after the 
workshops were completed. Researchers also developed an observation protocol and 
visited each teachers’ classroom once during the middle of the same unit, all within a 
one-week period. Hierarchal linear modeling was used to assess the impact of each 
condition on teacher practice. Survey results indicated that teachers in the ESBD and 
Hybrid conditions reported that the professional development had a large impact on their 
planning process, while teachers in the IES condition reported only changes in their 
practice. Results from observations showed that teachers in the ESBD and Hybrid 
conditions were significantly more likely to be observed using inquiry-based teaching 
methods than those in the IES condition: teachers in the IES condition were observed 
using inquiry-based teaching 36% of the time, teachers in the ESBD condition were 
observed using inquiry-based teaching 42% of the time, and those in the hybrid condition 
were observed using inquiry-based teaching 64% of the time (p<0.05). Using survey data 
to explain these results, researchers attributed the differences in practice to collaboration 
around planning and assessing student knowledge along with deepening content 
knowledge. 
Similarly, Johnson and Marx (2009) studied a professional development model 
for its effectiveness in changing teacher practice. They followed eight middle-grade (6-8) 
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science teachers at two middle schools participating in a yearlong professional 
development project aimed at improving the science achievement of Latino students 
(Transformative Professional Development). In the TPD model, participants received 120 
hours of professional development during year one (a two-week summer institute 
followed by nine monthly, all-day meetings during the academic year), providing 
opportunities for discussions around course readings and curriculum development. Two 
other schools’ science departments in the district served as a control group (n=7) who did 
not participate in the TPD model but were not restricted from or required to participate in 
any specific professional development. 
 Data sources included eight unannounced observations for each teacher in the 
study at all four schools in which observers used the LSC Observation Protocol (Horizon 
Research, Inc. 2005). Data were collected from the treatment teachers, including 
interviews, focus groups, weekly journals, and field notes. Results from classroom 
observations were analyzed for differences in mean scores. Interview and focus group 
transcripts were transcribed, and (along with weekly journals and fieldnotes) coded using 
the three main components of the TPD model (evidence of effective learning 
environment, student engagement and discourse, and use of the student-centered 
strategies). 
 Results indicated that four (of eight) treatment group teachers advanced at least 
one level of the LCS rubric, while of the seven control group participants, only one 
teacher in the control group achieved this benchmark and two decreased in their 
effectiveness. Interview and focus group data attributed these changes in practice mostly 
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to the relationships that developed between teachers during the monthly meetings. 
Another key element reported was that of the support of the professional development 
facilitator. Teachers reported that that the facilitator’s support and guidance in 
implementing new practices (and assuaging fears about new instructional practices) gave 
them confidence to attempt new practices, which resulted in changes in their classrooms.  
Sato, Wei, and Darling-Hammond’s (2008) study followed the changes in 
assessment practices of teachers involved in the National Board Certification process. 
This study tracked the assessment processes of nine middle and high-school teachers 
pursuing their National Board Certification with a comparison group of seven similarly 
experienced teachers who chose to delay pursing their National Board Certification over 
a three-year period. Data sources included twice-yearly videotapes of a sequence of three 
to five lessons, participants’ written responses to questions about the lessons, and student 
work samples and lesson plans from the videorecorded series. For each teacher, packets 
of all data sources were analyzed using a set of researcher-created rubrics on formative 
assessment to create an overall score twice a year for three years. At the end of each 
academic year, packets were assessed on the following dimensions: (a) view and uses of 
assessment; (b) range, quality, and coherence of assessment methods; (c) clarity and 
appropriateness of goals and expectations for learning; (d) opportunities for self-
assessment; (f) modifications to teaching based on assessment information; (g) quality 
and appropriateness of feedback to students. 
 In addition to the data packets, student surveys were given at the end of each 
academic year, and teacher surveys were given at the end of three years. Of the 16 
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participating teachers, six teachers (three pursing their National Board Certification and 
three who were not) were randomly selected for in-depth case study analyses with the 
additional data point of a semi-structured interview.  
 Results indicate that those in pursuit of National Board Certification showed 
significant positive growth between the first and second year of the study as evidenced by 
their data packet scores. Teachers seeking National Board certification showed positive, 
significant differences from the control group (p<.05) on two aspects of their data 
packets: range, quality, and coherence of assessment methods and opportunities for self 
assessment. No significant differences were found in any dimension between years 1 and 
3. Researchers used survey and interview data to explain these findings. Teachers in the 
National Board condition reported that they felt their practice changed as a result of the 
clear standards set forth by National Board Certification process, reflection on the 
portfolio, and collegial interactions with other teachers during the process, (and 
especially collegial conversation promoting critical self-reflection around videos).  
However, researchers point out the control group also showed positive growth (although 
not statistically significant). The final interviews revealed that the control group felt as 
though they were “reporting to an external agency” (p. 683), giving them incentive to 
reflect on their teaching practices as well.  
Student surveys also indicated students noticed a change in teacher practice as 
well. Like the data packets, both groups demonstrated positive changes. The National 
Board groups’ students reported a significant (p<.05) increase in emphasis on homework, 
big ideas/concepts, self-assessment, group work, class discussions, and pre-assessments, 
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while the control groups’ students reported a significant (p<.05) increase in emphasis in 
projects, hands-on activities, data analysis, real world application of concepts learned in 
class, and self-assessment.  
In Magidin de Kramer, Masters, O’Dwery, Dash, and Russell’s (2012) study of 
the effectiveness of online professional development over a two-year period, 80 seventh-
grade English-Language Arts teachers in eight states were recruited to participate in the 
study: 35 in the treatment group and 45 in the control group (all randomly assigned). 
Each teacher took a presurvey about his/her content and pedagogical knowledge (with 
sections on vocabulary knowledge, reading comprehension knowledge, overall ELA 
knowledge, vocabulary practices, reading comprehension practices, and writing 
practices). Teachers in the treatment group participated in a series of three online 
professional development sessions about literacy: the first in the spring semester of their 
first year of participation (best practices in vocabulary instruction), the second in the fall 
of their second year (best practices in reading comprehension instruction), and the third in 
the spring semester of the second year of participation (best practices in writing 
instruction), totaling 100 hours of professional development. Each workshop consisted of 
one orientation session and six sessions of content. The content sessions contained 
readings, activities (viewing videos, practicing new skills with existing classroom 
materials, etc.), and a discussion board. Teachers in the control group were not restricted 
from participating in any professional development. All teachers took a postsurvey at the 
end of the second year of the study. The average percent correct and standard deviation 
for the treatment and control groups were computed. For most participants, the posttest 
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scores were higher than the pretest scores; however, the gains made by the treatment 
group were larger than those made by the control group. To account for differences, 
researchers conducted an ANCOVA with group membership as the independent variable, 
posttest scores as the dependent variable, and pretest scores as the covariant. After 
controlling for pretest scores, the only area where the difference between the treatment 
and control group was statistically significant was average vocabulary knowledge 
(p<.05). Researchers concluded that the online format can be a successful means of 
changing teacher practice. 
Together, these quasi-experimental studies highlight the importance of purposeful 
collaboration as a part of professional development that leads to changes in teachers’ 
practice. While the majority of the collaborations were between disciplinary colleagues 
(Penuel et al., 2008; Johnson & Marx, Sato, Wei, & Darling-Hammond, 2008), 
meaningful collaborations with professional development facilitators were also included 
as influential relationships (Johnson & Marx).   
Conclusions, Implications, and Directions for Further Study 
Based on the research presented, several conclusions can be made about effective 
professional development practices for secondary teachers. 
• Collective participation around an authentic, relevant topic and/or task (Johnson 
& Marx, 2009; Lester, 2003; Magidin de Kramer, et al, 2012; Penuel, et al., 2007; 
Sato et al., 2008) that provides opportunities for critical reflection and feedback 
(Jeanpierre et al., 2005; Lester, 2003; Penuel, et al., 2007; Sato et al., 2008) leads 
to change in teacher practice.  
		
42 
• Accountability to others involved in the professional development for changes in 
instruction leads to change in teacher practice (Jeanpierre et al., 2005; Sato et al., 
2008) 
• Leadership and support from professional development facilitators (Jeanpierre et 
al., 2007; Johnson & Marx, 2009) and building and district level administrators 
(Johnson, 2007) leads to change in teacher practice. 
A major limitation of existing studies is the nature of the research methodologies 
used in the studies. First, three of the seven studies were case studies. While valuable 
information is taken from these studies, this design does not explore causality between 
professional development practices and changes in teacher practice, making findings 
difficult to generalize to a larger population. In addition, the researchers’ bias while 
developing codes from surveys and interviews may also influence interpretation of 
results.  
Second, while the remaining four studies used quasi-experimental methods to 
examine the effects of professional development practices on changes in pedagogy, 
teachers’ self-reports (either in survey or interview form) were often were used to draw 
conclusions about why and how this change occurred. Not only could teachers’ 
perceptions of their own practice be inaccurate, but also teachers’ desire to please 
researchers may have influenced their self-reports.  
Third, no studies were found that measured the impact of professional 
development practices on student achievement. Given that improved student achievement 
is the ultimate goal of professional development, research on this outcome is critically 
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needed.  
Although this topic has serious implications for students’ academic success, 
comparatively little research exists. Moving forward, more research is needed to 
determine causality between professional development practices and change in teacher 
pedagogy as well as the relationship between professional development practices and 
increased student achievement in various formats (face-to-face, online, blended). In 
addition, much remains unknown about the experiences following professional 
development (e.g., coaching, video coaching, etc.) and the impact it might have on 
changes in teacher practice and student achievement.  
 Given the prevalence of professional development and the impact it could 
potentially have on adult and student learning, there is much to gain by studying the 
characteristics of effective professional development, especially at the secondary level. 	
Chapter Summary: Disciplinary Literacy and Secondary Professional Development 
In this chapter, I set out to determine the impact of disciplinary literacy instruction 
on secondary students’ achievement as well as the professional development practices 
that impacted the instruction of secondary teachers. In reviewing the literature on 
disciplinary literacy, I found that explicit strategy instruction based on discipline-specific 
reading, writing, and speaking practice, results in improvement in secondary students’ 
achievement in history, science, and English (De La Paz, 2005; De La Paz & Felton, 
2010; Feng & Wei, 2010; Greenleaf et al., 2010; Hand, Wallace, & Yang, 2004; Lee, 
1995; Spence, Yore, & Williams, 1999). 
In reviewing the literature on professional development for secondary teachers, I 
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found that social interaction plays an enormous role in changing teachers’ practice.  
Whether through collective participation with peers around a meaningful topic or task 
(e.g., Johnson & Marx, 2009) or providing thoughtful, critical feedback to colleagues 
(e.g., Jeanpierre et al., 2005), professional development opportunities that offer teachers 
time to work together leads to change in teacher practice. In addition, teachers’ feeling of 
the support and vision of leadership is also significant, both from professional 
development facilitators (Jeanpierre et al., 2007; Johnson & Marx, 2009) and building 
and district level administrators (Johnson, 2007).  Lastly, accountability to colleagues, 
administrators, and/or professional development facilitators for changes in instruction 
leads to change in teacher practice (Jeanpierre et al., 2005; Sato et al., 2008). 
Together, these findings lead me to speculate that if secondary teachers were 
offered effective professional development on teaching students to read, write, speak, and 
listen in each discipline, adolescent literacy achievement would improve. However, while 
I am ultimately interested in improved student outcomes, I first had to know how 
professional development opportunities might be most effective in impacting teachers’ 
knowledge and pedagogy of disciplinary literacy. Therefore, the current study explored 
the relationship between effective professional development about disciplinary literacy 
and secondary teachers’ literacy instruction. Specifically, the question that guided my 
research was “How does participation in sustained professional development that 
combines monthly face to face meetings and opportunities to interact through a digital 
discussion board affect (a) teachers’ descriptions of their instruction of disciplinary 
literacy, and (b) teachers’ instructional practices in disciplinary literacy? 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Methods 
 
Study Design 
Teacher participants in this mixed-methods study enrolled in a yearlong, 
professional development initiative to answer the question: “How does participation in 
sustained professional development that combines monthly face to face meetings and 
opportunities to interact through a digital discussion board affect (a) teachers’ 
descriptions of their instruction of disciplinary literacy, and (b) teachers’ instructional 
practices in disciplinary literacy?” To answer the research question, I used a 
pretest/posttest design to compare changes in the disciplinary literacy knowledge of 
professional development participants and a nonequivalent-groups design (Rubin & 
Bellamy, 2012) and video-recorded lessons to compare changes in the disciplinary 
literacy knowledge and affective stances toward disciplinary literacy of comparable 
groups of teachers.  
Setting and Participants 
Setting 
The setting was a suburban, middle-class school district in the southeast United 
States (chosen for convenience given my current position in the central office as the 
literacy specialist supporting all middle and high schools). The district is the tenth largest 
school district in the state (out of 115 county and city districts). It has seven traditional 
high schools and eight traditional middle schools and employs approximately 1100 
secondary teachers. As a group, teachers in this district are highly educated and 
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experienced: 32% of secondary teachers have advanced degrees, 43% are nationally 
board certified, and 51% of teachers have ten or more years of teaching experience.  
Over the last five years, the district has partnered with the state to implement 
Content Literacy Continuum (CLC) in select middle and high schools in an effort to 
improve middle and high school literacy. However, despite a significant amount of time 
and money, literacy achievement scores (in both middle and high schools) have remained 
virtually unchanged for several years.   
Participants 
A purposeful, voluntary sampling procedure was used to identify teachers as 
participants in the cohort (McMillan & Schumacker, 2001). Principals from each high 
school were asked to nominate four teachers (one from the following departments: 
English, History, Science, and Career-Technical Education), and middle-school 
principals were asked to nominate two teachers (one from Social Studies and another 
from Science; Math and English/Language Arts were the focus of other district initiatives 
and, for that reason, were excluded from this study) for a total of 44 participants (n=44).  
For both middle and high school nominations, principals were asked to consider only 
teachers who have deep disciplinary content knowledge to ensure that participants had 
requisite knowledge to select appropriate texts, identify essential vocabulary and 
concepts, and connect student learning to the practices of the discipline outside of school. 
 At the request of the district’s high school director, one high school was excluded 
due to unexpected administrative changes. Of the remaining six high schools, two high 
schools opted to send three teachers instead of four as neither principal felt he had a 
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science teacher who was prepared to participate. A third high school opted to send only 
two Career-Technical Education (CTE) teachers due to a large turnover in all other 
content areas. A total of 20 high school teachers were nominated to participate (n=20).  
 Middle school principals requested the addition of elective teachers to their 
potential pool of participants. Each of the eight middle school principals nominated two 
teachers, for a total of sixteen middle school teachers (n=16).  
 Teachers were contacted via email to confirm their willingness to participate. One 
middle school teacher declined to participate, and three high school teachers declined to 
participate, all asserting they could not make the time commitment due to other 
responsibilities. Individual principals were contacted to nominate a replacement. The 
newly nominated middle-school teacher accepted. One high-school principal nominated a 
second participant who declined. The principal felt he had no more teachers in the 
department who were prepared to participate. Another high-school principal’s second 
nominee would be out on maternity leave beginning in April, but the third nominee 
accepted. Finally, the third high-school principal was unable to identify another 
participant, so no teacher was nominated. At this point, 16 middle-school teachers and 18 
high school teachers had agreed to participate (n=34).  
 Following a reminder email the week before the professional development began, 
one middle-school teacher and one high-school teacher withdrew from the professional 
development cohort, resulting in a final sample of 32 (n=32). At the high-school level, 
the final sample included two science teachers, five English teachers, four Social Studies 
teachers, and six CTE teachers. At the middle-school level, the final sample included five 
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science teachers, six Social Studies teachers, and four elective teachers.  
Following the identification of the full sample, participants were categorized by 
grade level and discipline, and a subgroup of six teachers (one representative from each 
of the following school levels/disciplines: high school English, Science, History, and 
Career-Technical Education; middle-school Social Studies and Science) were randomly 
selected and invited to participate in the subgroup (n=6). A computer script was written 
to randomly select one teacher from each school level/discipline without repeating any 
school. The script was run three times. The first list generated the first wave of teachers 
invited to participate.  Of these six teachers, four declined and two accepted (HS ENG; 
MS SCI). For those that declined, a replacement was selected from the same discipline in 
the second wave. Of those four teachers, two declined and two accepted (HS CTE and 
MS SS). For the second wave of participants who declined, a replacement was selected 
from the same discipline in the third wave. Of those two teachers, one declined and one 
accepted (HS SCI).  No high school History teacher agreed to participate. This process 
resulted in five individuals agreeing to participate in the subgroup (n=5).   
The control group was formed through principal nominations: for each teacher in 
the treatment group, his/her principal nominated a teacher from the same discipline with 
approximately the same rating on the state teacher evaluation (n=5). Of these five control 
teachers, two accepted (HS ENG and MS SCI). For those that declined, I requested the 
principal name a replacement (again from the same discipline with approximately the 
same rating on the state teacher evaluation).  Each of these individuals also declined.    
Lastly, after data collection had begun, the CTE subgroup participant withdrew 
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from the study (having accepted a new position in a different district), leaving the 
subgroup with four treatment teachers and two control teachers (n=6) and the 
professional development sample with 31 participants (n=31).  
Professional Development 
 The professional development cohort met seven times throughout the 2016-2017 
school year. Typically, these meetings were monthly; however, given the time and budget 
constraints of the school district, the cohort did not meet in January. Each session was 
three hours long. Table 2 provides an overview of session dates, topics, and readings. 
 For each session, participants were required to complete a reading (typically a 
piece of literacy research) and respond to a question tying the reading to their current 
practice. These questions were typically general in an effort to avoid leading participants 
to a particular answer (i.e., Choose a quote from the article with which you connected. 
Explain why it was significant to you.). They were also encouraged to respond to each 
other’s initial posts, asking for clarification and/or challenging ideas. Participants were 
not required to write on the discussion board; however, to encourage meaningful 
participation, I responded to participants’ posts individually and addressed concerned 
raised in the following session.  
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Table 2. 
Professional Development Overview 
Date/Time Topic Class Readings Application/ 
Extension  
Canvas 
Post Due 
Bring 
Portfolio 
Sample 
October 27* Overview Lareau 
 
  
November 8 Choosing a Text Shanahan & Shanahan 
Allington 
 Classroom 
Norms 
December 14* Before Reading: 
Building 
Schema and 
Motivation 
Gambrell 
 
 Dec. 10 Text Set 
January 30* Before Reading: 
Choosing 
Vocabulary 
Beck, McKeown, & Kucan 
 
 
Jan. 25 Before 
Reading 
Activities  
February 17* During Reading: 
Making Use of 
Text Structure to 
Monitor 
Comprehension 
Duke & Pearson 
 
 
 
February 
10 
Vocabulary 
Planning 
Sheet 
March 29* After Reading: 
Text Dependent 
Writing & 
Contexts for 
Collaboration 
Graham & Perin 
 
March 20 DR-TA and  
Summary 
Activity  
May 11* Putting it All 
Together: 
Planning For 
Next Year 
Biancarosa & Snow April 29 Writing 
Activity 
 
Speaking/ 
Listening 
Activity  
 
 In each session, participants were typically grouped in tables by discipline. In 
these groups, they spent the first 20 minutes in an activity that structured a discussion 
around the reading for the session. Questions were designed based on participants’ 
discussion board posts and were designed to clarifying misconceptions and/or extend 
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teachers’ thinking about literacy in their classrooms. Structures were chosen based on the 
questions and were typically structures that teachers could apply to their own classrooms.  
 The next 15-minute segment was dedicated to participants providing peer reviews 
of their colleagues’ portfolios. The portfolio was created throughout the entire cohort, and 
teachers added to their portfolios after each session.  After each meeting, teachers created 
a lesson based on the work of the session. They implemented the lesson and used 
students’ work in their portfolios to reflect on the level of instructional success. 
Colleagues provided feedback to one another using the portfolio checklist (Appendix B).   
 The remaining time provided teachers with explicit instruction on the declarative, 
conditional, and procedural knowledge of each topic. During the procedural instructions, 
participants observed me think-aloud as I created a lesson. Then, each table of teachers 
worked with a discipline-specific, familiar text (the same text was used for practice at 
each session) to co-create the same type of lesson. Finally, teachers created a lesson for 
their own classes, adapting instruction to the meet the needs of their specific students.  
They then implemented these individually created lessons and brought them back to the 
following session as a part of their portfolios.    
 The final session followed a different format. While each of the prior sessions had 
focused on a specific aspect of literacy instruction, this session was designed to help 
participants’ put all the pieces together into a cohesive series of lessons. I used the first 
hour of the session to model what that would look like for students. I combined each of 
the activities they had watched me implement into a series of lessons. Participants 
reflected on the experience using a checklist (Appendix B). After a time for questions, the 
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next hour and a half was spent in a writer’s workshop. Participants used the checklist 
(Appendix B) to assess their own work, and they selected pieces of their portfolio to 
revise with assistance from their colleagues and/or me.  
 Overall, the professional development explicitly attended to two of Moje’s (2008) 
four disciplinary literacy pedagogies: cognitive processes perspective and the disciplinary 
epistemological perspective. This choice was not made to exclude the linguistic processes 
perspective or the cultural navigation perspective. Rather this choice was made in an 
attempt to align the work of the professional development with the current work of the 
district.  
Role of the Researcher 	 In the years leading up to and during the professional development, I took on the 
role of participant-observer given my role in the district in which the study was set. 
During the professional development, I was in my third year as the secondary literacy 
specialist for the district. Within this role, my responsibilities included curriculum writing 
and review for middle school English/Language Arts and high school English, literacy 
professional development for all content areas in grades six through 12, and working with 
principal-designated teachers (based on state assessment data).   
Although it was by no means a position of power, it was a position of perceived 
power because of its connection with the central office and close contact with leveled 
directors and superintendents. Because of this, it is likely that participants were very 
aware of the ways they interacted with me, perhaps displaying more interest and 
enthusiasm than they truly felt. However, I continually reminded them that the 
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professional development (and really any interactions with me) were meant to support 
them (and not to be reported to my supervisors). 
 Throughout the professional development, I found myself blending the roles of 
participant (designing and leading the professional development, interacting with 
participants in the professional development) and observer (carefully watching 
participants’ interactions and responses to course materials).   
Data Collection 
 I collected three types of data over the course of eight months from October, 2016 
to June, 2017.  Data sources included the following: (a) pre/post-professional 
development literacy self-assessments entitled Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
Self Assessment (all participants; n=33); (b) pre/post-professional development semi-
structured interviews (subgroup; n=6); and (c) three video recorded lessons (subgroup; 
n=6). The data were collected in three phases (see Table 3). 
Table 3 
Data Collection Phases 
 Phase Timeframe Data Sources 
1 Fall, 2016 
 
-Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-
Assessment 
-Subgroup Interview 
-Video: Lesson #1  
2 Early Spring, 2017 -Video: Lesson #2  
3 Late Spring, 2017 -Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-
Assessment 
-Subgroup Interview 
-Video: Lesson #3  
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Phase One 
 During Phase One, baseline data from the members of the subgroup and all 
professional development participants were collected. Prior to the first professional 
development session, each member of the subgroup recorded an entire class period and 
uploaded the video to a private digital folder (n=6). During the first professional 
development session, all participants completed the Literacy Self-Assessment (n=33). 
Phase Two 
 Phase Two data collection documented any changes (or lack thereof) in teachers’ 
practice relying on the treatment and control teachers in the subgroup (n = 6). The 
window for recording was between the fourth and fifth professional development session 
(out of seven sessions). Subgroup teachers recorded an entire class period and uploaded 
the video to a private digital folder (n=6).  
Phase Three 
 Phase Three focused on collecting post-professional development measures.  All 
participants completed the Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessment as 
a part of the final meeting of the cohort (n=33). Following the final meeting of the 
professional development cohort, the subgroup (n=6) recorded an entire class period and 
uploaded the video to a private digital folder and participated in post-professional 
development interviews.  
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Data Sources  
Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessment 
At the first and last professional development sessions, all participants were asked 
to quickwrite in response to the question, “How do you help students read and write in 
your content area?” The first administration took place within the first 30 minutes of the 
first professional development session (early fall, 2016); it served as a baseline measure 
of teachers’ beliefs and attitudes towards literacy in their content areas. The second 
administration took place at the end of the final session (late spring, 2017); it functioned 
as a post measure, accounting for potential changes in teachers’ dispositions towards and 
knowledge of literacy in their disciplines. To identify participants’ participation in any 
other professional development opportunities that may have impacted their perceptions, 
an additional assignment was added: “Please list any other professional developments 
that you have attended.” 
 For each administration, I administered the quickwrite to all 32 participants.  
During the first administration, I explained to the teachers that I was interested in their 
views on literacy in their classrooms as a way to guide the planning of our professional 
development sessions. Teachers were not required to put their names on their writing, but 
they were asked to list the discipline in which they teach. Quickwrites did not take longer 
than 20 minutes. During the final administration, I reminded teachers that I was interested 
in their views on literacy in their classrooms as a way to guide the planning of our 
professional development sessions. Again, teachers were not required to put their names 
on their writing (although some chose to do so), but they were asked to list the discipline 
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in which they teach. Quickwrites did not take longer than 20 minutes. 
Subgroup Interview 
 All members of the subgroup were interviewed prior to the start of professional 
development. Each was interviewed individually in his/her own classroom during a 
planning or lunch period to encourage participants to feel comfortable and increase the 
likelihood of authentic responses. Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured 
protocol and were focused on investigating teachers’ understanding of what literacy is 
and how it is applicable in their classrooms.  
The first interviews took place during October and early November. I conducted 
the interviews using the following questions: (a) How would you define literacy?; (b) 
What is the role of literacy in your discipline?; (c) What is the role of literacy in your 
classroom?; (d) What factors have impacted your literacy knowledge?; (e) What do you 
need to know and be able to do as an expert in your discipline? 
The final interview occurred after the last professional development session. I 
conducted the semi-structured interview, using the following questions: (a) How would 
you define literacy? (b) What is the role of literacy in your discipline?; (c) What is the 
role of literacy in your classroom? (d) What factors have impacted your literacy 
knowledge? (e) What do you need to know and be able to do as an expert in your 
discipline? (f) Has your literacy instruction changed this year? Explain. (g) What 
professional developments have you attended this year? The final question was included 
to make me aware of professional development opportunities that teachers may have 
attended other professional development sessions that could have impacted their literacy 
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instruction.  
During each round of interviews, I asked follow-up questions to obtain more 
specific information as necessary. Interviews were audio recorded. 
Video-recorded Lessons 
 The subgroup filmed instructional lessons during three windows throughout the 
school year. The first filming window (October 7, 2016 – October 15, 2016) was before 
the official start of instruction during professional development, providing a baseline of 
teachers’ literacy practice. The second window (February 1, 2017 – February 15, 2017) 
was after four of the seven sessions. The final filming window (May 15, 2017- June 10, 
2017) was after the final session. All members of the subgroup were offered options to 
complete recording: record with individual equipment and submit via email, I deliver 
recording equipment and teacher records and submits via email, or I record the lesson and 
upload the submission. Of the six teachers video-recording lessons, four chose to use 
their own equipment and two opted to use equipment I delivered to them.  
 The directions for filming asked that teachers film an entire class period (90 
minutes in high school; 60 minutes in middle school). No other specific directions were 
provided. During each of the video-recording sessions, the camera was aimed only at the 
teacher.  
Participation Data 
 Participation data (33 discussion board posts, four emails, and two personal 
conversations.), were collected to understand how teachers engaged in the professional 
development.  
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Data Analysis Procedures 
 To answer the research question (“How does participation in sustained 
professional development that combines monthly face to face meetings and online 
assignments affect (a) teachers’ descriptions of their instruction of disciplinary literacy 
and (b) teachers’ instructional practices in disciplinary literacy?”), the literacy self-
assessment was collected and interviews and videos were transcribed. The Literacy 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessment was coded using the disciplinary 
literacy coding scheme (Appendices D-F), and interviews and videos were analyzed 
using the Instructional Quality Rubric (Appendix G). Participation data were collected 
throughout the professional development, and I examined each source (discussion board 
posts, emails, and personal conversations) looking for general patterns in participants’ 
language that indicated a positive, negative, or neutral affective stance towards 
disciplinary literacy instruction.  
Disciplinary Literacy Coding Scheme 
 To account for the fact that I am not a disciplinary content expert in the majority 
of the disciplines, participants in the professional development ultimately created a list of 
discipline-specific literacy practices that served as the codes for data analyses (see 
Appendices D-F).  
To create these codes, participants first read Shanahan and Shanahan’s (2008) 
work on disciplinary literacy. They analyzed the depth and specificity with which the 
authors reported the disciplinary literacy practices of historians, chemists, and 
mathematicians. They were then asked to replicate the depth and specificity of those 
		
59 
disciplinary literacy practices with regard to their own discipline using a graphic 
organizer (Appendix C). Then a representative from each discipline worked with me to 
create definitions of each of the disciplinary practices they listed; the literacy practices 
and definitions were returned to the groups for any final feedback and/or adjustments 
(Appendix D). While they were creating these lists, it became apparent that the courses 
taught by Career-Technical Education teachers (e.g., Principles of Marketing, Foods I, 
Agriculture, Theater, Health Science) were quite diverse and yielded few common 
literacy strategies. These teachers were eliminated from the sample, leaving 10 Social 
Studies teachers, five English teachers, and seven science teachers (n=22). These final 
codes (Appendices D-F) were used to calculate frequency of each practice identified in 
each participant’s Literacy Pedagogical Knowledge Self-Assessment. 
Instructional Quality Rubric 
 The Instructional Quality Rubric (Appendix G) was designed based on the 
intersection of research and the content of the professional development. During the 
course of the year, participants discussed key aspects of quality literacy instruction (in the 
context of their disciplines) with demonstrated impact on literacy achievement. The first 
section is focused on the instructional context and takes in to consideration the key 
environmental decisions made by the teacher that impact adolescents’ literacy outcomes, 
including the use of authentic texts (Allington, 2002) and the provision of opportunities 
for collaboration around texts (Meloth, 1991). The second section assesses the quality of 
teachers’ disciplinary literacy instruction, examining their delivery of discipline-specific 
literacy strategies (Paris et al., 1994) while utilizing the gradual release model (Pearson & 
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Gallagher, 1983). The final section examines the conversations between teachers and 
students and inspects the nature of their interactions. Given the value of dialogic 
interactions (Reznitskaya et al., 2009), this section is meant to capture teachers moving 
away from a more monologic delivery of content and moving towards conversations 
where they guide students to position disciplinary literacy strategies as a means of 
learning and analyzing disciplinary content. 
Patterns in Participation Data 
 Discussion board posts. After the conclusion of the professional development, I 
examined the discussion board posts. For each of the five discussion questions posed, I 
counted individual responses (I included participants’ replies to one another in the overall 
count) for a total of 37 responses. Then I examined the language of individual responses 
for each post, categorizing each response as positive (meaning it used affirmative words 
associated with literacy and/or positioned literacy as a part of instruction), negative (the 
post used described literacy instruction as removed from instruction and included 
language with unfavorable connotations), or neutral (the language had neither a positive 
nor negative tone and generally summarized key points from research and/or a previous 
participant’s post).  
 Emails. Four emails were collected in a separate digital folder and reread several 
times following the conclusion of the professional development for common themes.  
 Conversations. Two personal conversations with participants and school support 
personal related to the study were collected throughout the study as field notes. Following 
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the conclusion of the professional development, field notes were reread several times for 
common themes.  
Phase One 
After the disciplinary literacy codes were established (during the second 
professional development session), they were applied to each Literacy Pedagogical 
Content Knowledge Self-Assessment. To ensure reliability in coding, each item in the 
data set was assigned a number. A computer script randomly selected 30% (Tables 4 and 
5) of the items in each data set for the independent rater. To establish reliability, 30% of 
the items in the data set (six of the eighteen LPCKSAs) were randomly selected and 
coded by an independent second rater. Agreement was 93%. 
In addition to the Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessment, 
initial interviews and video-recorded lessons were collected from each member of the 
subgroup prior to the first professional development session.  However, they were not 
analyzed until Phase Three.  
Phase Two 
 At the final professional development session, participants were shown the codes 
they initially developed and asked to make any changes they found necessary. They opted 
to make no changes; during Phase Three the established categories were used to code the 
pre- and post-Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessments. One Science 
teacher did not attend the final session due to a family issue. I reached out to her on three 
separate occasions to arrange a time to complete the Literacy Pedagogical Content 
Knowledge Self-Assessment, but she did not reply on any occasion.  
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To ensure reliability in coding, each Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
Self-Assessment was assigned a number. A computer script randomly selected six of the 
17 Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessments of the Literacy 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessments for the independent rater. Agreement 
was 89%.  
To determine statistical significance, the frequency counts of each code from the 
fall and spring administration of the Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-
Assessment were compared using an independent samples t-test. 
Phase Three 
 Because of the small sample size of the subgroup, a case analysis was completed 
for each of the six teachers. An Instructional Quality Rubric (Appendix G) was developed 
and applied to each video. The independent second rater coded 30% of the video lessons 
(one treatment video and one control video per season for a total of six videos). 
Agreement was 95%.  
Participation data were reviewed during this phase. Discussion board posts were 
counted and categorized as positive, negative, or neutral; emails and conversations were 
reviewed for common themes.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Results 	
 In this chapter, I will first establish the fidelity of the implementation of the 
professional development. Next I will present descriptive analyses (frequency 
calculations) of disciplinary literacy practices appearing in the fall and spring Literacy 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessments along with relevant participation data.  
Finally, I will present case analyses for each member of the subgroup.  
Fidelity of Implementation 
The professional development cohort met seven times over the course of the 
2016-2017 school year. The course syllabus (Appendix H), given to participants and 
posted on the online version of the course, details the dates of professional development 
and required readings. Participants sat by discipline in six of the seven sessions (they 
chose their own seats during the last session), and began each session with an activity 
designed to foster discussion around the course reading (sample in Appendix I).  
  Following this discussion, participants provided peer reviews of their colleagues’ 
portfolios using the checklist (Appendix B). In these discussions, teachers in all 
disciplines were able to identify key strengths and offer specific suggestions for 
improvements both in their own lessons and those of their colleagues (field notes, 
December 14, 2016; field notes, January 30, 2017; field notes, February 17, 2017).   
 Finally, teachers received explicit instruction on the declarative, conditional, and 
procedural knowledge of each topic. I modeled the creation of a lesson or activity 
(sample in Appendix J), and then participants worked with a discipline-specific, familiar 
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text (the same text is used for practice at each session) to co-create the same type of 
lesson (sample in Appendix K).  Finally, between sessions, teachers created a lesson for 
their own classes, adapting instruction to the meet the needs of their specific students.  
They then implemented these individually created lessons and brought them back to the 
next session for reflection.    
 During the final session, I used the first hour to model what a series of lessons 
might look like for students (sample in Appendix L) Participants reflected on the 
experience using a checklist (Appendix B). After a time for questions, the next hour and a 
half was spent in a writer’s workshop (sample in Appendix M). Participants used the 
checklist (Appendix B) to assess their own work, and they selected pieces of their 
portfolio to revise with assistance from their colleagues and/or me.  
Descriptive and Case Analyses 
First, I will present the results of the Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
Self-Assessments to answer the first part of the research question (“How does 
participation in sustained professional development that combines monthly face to face 
meetings and opportunities to interact through a digital discussion board affect teachers’ 
descriptions of their instruction of disciplinary literacy?”). To provide additional 
information relating to the trends from the Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
Self-Assessment, I will also present relevant participation data (33 discussion board 
posts, four emails, and two personal conversations). Next, I will present case analyses 
using interview and video-recorded lesson data for each teacher in the subgroup to 
answer the latter part of the research question (“How does participation in sustained 
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professional development that combines monthly face to face meetings and opportunities 
to interact through a digital discussion board affect teachers’ instructional practices in 
disciplinary literacy?”).  
Teachers’ Descriptions of Their Instruction of Disciplinary Literacy 
Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-Assessment. First, I will present the 
results of both administrations of the Literacy Pedagogical Content Knowledge Self-
Assessment both overall (Table 4) and by discipline (Tables 5-7). In each, I present the 
teacher-generated codes and the frequency count of each code in the fall and the 
frequency count of each code in the spring. Table 5 reports all social studies teachers’ 
(n=10) responses by presenting the frequency counts of each code in both the fall and 
spring. Table 6 reports all English teachers’ (n=5) responses by presenting the counts of 
each code in both the fall and spring. Table 7 reports all Science teachers’ (n=7 in the 
fall; n=6 in the spring) responses by presenting the counts of each code in both the fall 
and spring.  
Table 4 
Frequency Counts of Disciplinary Literacy Fall and Spring 
Discipline Fall Spring 
Social Studies 1 49 
English 1 29 
Science 1 14 
Total 3 92 
		
Table 5 
Frequency Counts of Disciplinary Literacy: Social Studies (n=10) 
 Disciplinary Literacy Practice Fall Example Spring Example 
St
ra
te
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es
 fo
r R
ea
di
ng
/L
is
te
ni
ng
 
  
Understanding specific 
vocabulary and word parts as 
they relate to the meaning of the 
word  
0  6 
“I use Word Mapping to help 
students identify root words and 
compare words with multiple 
meanings” 
Connecting prior historical 
events to the current text 0  5 
“We use discussions, picture walks, 
and gallery walks to show students 
the connections between the 
historical text we’re reading and 
things we’ve already covered.” 
Sourcing texts before reading  1 
“Students use the BATS 
strategy when they 
write…T stands for text 
reference (sourcing).” 
7 
“I teach students the difference 
between reputable and non-reputable 
texts, especially when we do research 
so they think about what influenced 
what they’re reading.” 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r W
rit
in
g/
Sp
ea
ki
ng
 
  
Including factual information  0  7 
“Kids summarize texts and create an 
outline before writing to make sure 
they include key details.” 
Organizing events in 
chronological order when 
writing objectively 
0  8 “I use timelines to keep students’ writing in chronological order.” 
Comparing two (or more) 
historical elements (i.e., 
civilizations, leaders, time 
periods, etc.) side-by-side  
0  7 
“When students are comparing two 
big ideas in history, I have them use a 
t-chart to organize their thinking.” 
Organizing events by cause(s) 
and effect(s) when writing 
persuasively 
0  4 
“First…then…now what is a strategy 
I use to get them to think about cause 
and effect.” 66 
		
Creating clear arguments 
supported with evidence from 
reputable sources  
0  6 “I teach my students to back up their assertions with facts.” 
 TOTAL 1  49  
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Table 6 
Frequency Counts of Disciplinary Literacy: English (n=5) 
 Disciplinary Literacy Practice Fall Example Spring Example 
 S
tra
te
gi
es
 fo
r R
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di
ng
/L
is
te
ni
ng
 
 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r R
ea
di
ng
/L
is
te
ni
ng
 
Identifying and analyzing 
figurative language, 
symbolism, and allusions 
0  5 
“I use graphic organizer to let students pick out 
examples of figurative language and talk about 
their impact.” 
Making connections between 
texts  0  5 
“I always model my reading process and how I 
annotate and make connections to other things 
we’ve read.” 
Considering the role of 
historical context on the way 
text is written and/or theme(s) 
0  5 
“We have a group research project to build kids’ 
knowledge of the context of novels so they are 
able to connect the time period with what they’re 
reading.” 
Analyzing an author’s use of 
rhetoric 0  5 
“Kids practice writing their own examples when 
we talk about the author’s use of rhetoric.” 
Analyzing author’s tone 0  5 “Students analyze an author’s tone by starting with emojiis.” 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r 
W
rit
in
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ki
ng
 
 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r 
W
rit
in
g/
Sp
ea
ki
ng
 Reading with prosody  1 
“The first step is 
teaching students to 
gain fluency…with 
reading.” 
1 “We read aloud daily to increase understanding and comfort with reading.” 
Using text structure and syntax 
to create clarity in writing  0  3 
“I teach mini-lessons on word choice and 
sentence combining as well as specific types of 
writing (narrative, college application, argument, 
research) to emphasize how important text 
structure and word choice are.” 
Including a hook, thesis, and 
concluding thoughts 0  0  
 TOTAL 1  29  
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Table 7 
Frequency Counts of Disciplinary Literacy: Science (n=7 Fall; n=6 Spring) 
 Disciplinary Literacy Practice Fall Example Spring Example 
 S
tra
te
gi
es
 fo
r R
ea
di
ng
/L
is
te
ni
ng
 
 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r R
ea
di
ng
/L
is
te
ni
ng
 
Understanding information from 
charts/graphs 1 
“I also make sure 
students pay attention 
to pictures/diagrams.” 
5 
“I teach the importance of 
referring the charts and graphs in 
articles.” 
Connecting information from 
charts and graphs with 
information in accompanying text 
0  3 
“We make an age structure graph 
to connect diagrams with what’s 
written in the book.” 
Integrating prior science 
knowledge with information 
presented in text 
0  5 
“My warm-up activity is giving 
students questions which remind 
students of previous information 
that connects with the text we’re 
using that day.” 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r 
W
rit
in
g/
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ng
 
 
St
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r 
W
rit
in
g/
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ea
ki
ng
 Including factual information  0  3 
“Students do research 
presentations and we talk about 
including important facts.” 
Utilizing language that is clear 
and concise  0  3 
“I used that 25-word summary 
strategy you taught us to 
emphasize clear language.” 
Tailoring sophistication of topic 
and language based on science 
knowledge of audience  
0  0  
 TOTAL 1  14  
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There was a significant increase in the frequency of disciplinary literacy practices 
teachers reported in their instruction between the fall and spring administrations of the 
LPCKSA (p=0.043). Social studies teachers’ responses showed larger jumps in 
statements of disciplinary literacy strategies associated with writing and speaking, while 
English and science teachers showed larger jumps in statements of disciplinary literacy 
strategies supporting reading and listening. Across all disciplines, the instances of 
disciplinary literacy strategies mentioned either remained constant (as in the case of 
“Reading with prosody” in English) or increased (“Sourcing texts before reading” in 
Social Studies and “Understanding information from charts and graphs” in Science) 
between the fall and spring administrations of the LPCKSA.  
 In addition, 73 of the 92 responses coded as disciplinary literacy directly 
positioned a general literacy instructional strategy (e.g., summarizing, discussing, 
notetaking) as the means to teaching students a specific disciplinary literacy practice. In 
doing this, participants connected existing literacy practices (some they utilized prior to 
the professional development and some they learned in the professional development 
course) to a disciplinary literacy outcome. 
Participation Data 
To understand what factors could have created the change in the ways that 
teachers talked and wrote about their disciplinary literacy instruction, I examined sources 
of participation data in which participants discussed their disciplinary literacy teaching: 
the online discussion board and personal communication (emails and conversation) 
records.  
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Online discussion board. Participants’ responses to the online discussion board 
demonstrate a change in the ways they perceived disciplinary literacy instruction. In early 
discussion board posts, teachers’ responses discussed literacy in general terms separate 
from their content, typically with a negative tone. Of the 15 responses posted on the first 
discussion board, 11 had an overall tone of negativity (of the remaining responses, three 
did not indicate either a positive or negative opinion and only one response indicated the 
participant’s interest in improving literacy instruction).  Those 11 posts acknowledged the 
ideas discussed in the reading and previous sessions but offered explanations as to why 
these were not possible to implement in their own classrooms. In a discussion around text 
choice and volume of texts read, one participant noted, “I would love to give my students 
time to read, to choose text that engages and interests them, but I don't have the time for 
that, nor will they be given fun, interesting, relevant texts on their final exams. That's all I  
hear about: Final exam scores. Data, data, data. The scores are not high enough. You're 
not including enough informational text” (online discussion board, December 12, 2016).     
Another participant’s comment echoed similar feelings: “I think about some of 
my curriculum and honestly, I don't know where to look for interesting readings that 
wouldn't put me to sleep, let alone a group of readers who don't have skills that are 
necessary to comprehend such technical content. Where would I find a wide range of 
reading materials on the organization of the periodic table, uniformitarianism, or water 
quality indicators?” (online discussion board, December 10, 2016). 
 However, as the course progressed, participants’ attitudes towards disciplinary 
literacy instruction began to change. By the third (of five) opportunities to post on the 
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discussion board, participants’ responses indicated an interest in and willingness to 
embed literacy in their classrooms. Of the 11 posts, six responses were positive and 
indicated more inclusivity of literacy in their respective contents and five comments were 
ambivalent (no contributions were negative). One participant wrote, “I think we should 
look for a variety of ways to teach reading. There should be teacher led and student led 
methods for discovering the ways that students learn to read and comprehend the 
information best” (online discussion board, February 14, 2017). Another participant 
commented, “If you can hit on something that the student enjoys then obviously they will 
want to read and take it a step further to actually comprehending. However, there are 
always going to be students (as well as adults) who do not find anything enjoyable to read 
so you have to try a variety of methods to at least interest them enough in the material to 
teach the comprehension process” (online discussion board, February 14, 2017).  
By the final discussion board post, participants continued to demonstrate a more 
positive association with literacy instruction in their discipline. Of the seven discussion 
board posts, five were positive (with teachers describing ways they were incorporating 
literacy into their instruction) and two were neutral (none were negative). A Social 
Studies teacher wrote, “The techniques I use most often are summarizing and specific 
product goals.  I push my students to learn how to get the gist from the material they are 
presented and also how to incorporate the information they are learning into fact-based 
discussions” (online discussion board, March 27, 2017). Another Social Studies teacher 
responded to the previous post, saying, “In my class I use things such as summarization 
(of research), primary source response journals, project reflections, and graphic 
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organizers to enable students to deepen their knowledge through writing” (online 
discussion board, March 28, 2017). 
Personal communication records. Participants also made reference to their 
implementation of strategies and ideas from the professional development throughout the 
year. During an informal conversation, one participant thanked me for teaching her a 
particular reading comprehension strategy, saying, “After we worked on the DR-TA in 
[our professional development], I tweaked it to use in my lesson the next week. [An 
administrator] came to do an unannounced observation and he was amazed: the kids were 
all reading and analyzing the text with partners” (field notes, April 24, 2017).  
Some participants voluntarily shared their experiences via email. An English 
teacher wrote to say, “My juniors are reading the rationalists, and I decided to have them 
summarize the bio page of Patrick Henry in 25 words [a strategy covered during the 
professional development]…It turned into such a great writing lesson. We were able to 
talk about word choice, fluency, accuracy, and revision. It fit in perfectly, as they write a 
lot of essays that I encourage them to revise, and we're beginning research later this 
week. I used the same summary today to have them work on reducing "to be" verbs and 
fluff.  Today, they started on Thomas Paine; his work can be pretty dense, so I took your 
"Stop" lesson (I know it has another name) [DR-TA] and modified it. The lit book has 
margin questions for more complex texts, so I had them read silently to the margin 
questions before stopping to discuss. They did a fantastic job! They were also really 
shocked that they didn't have to write anything down” (personal communication, March 
6, 2017).  
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Three of the participants wrote after the final professional development session to 
ask for assistance in incorporating the work into the next school year. A science teacher 
wrote to ask about the availability of the materials, saying “I want to spend some time 
this summer putting together a real unit for next year...but I need a lot of stuff from the 
course…Thanks again for all you did, I really took away some valuable things and am 
looking forward to having some time to put together some good stuff for next year” 
(personal communication, June 1, 2016).  During the final professional development 
session, a participant asked if I would be willing to meet with him during the next school 
year to help him implement what we had learned. He emailed a few days later, saying 
“Thank you for the fantastic PD. I hope I can get you to come into my classroom next 
year” (personal communication, May 19, 2017).  
Teachers’ Instructional Practices in Disciplinary Literacy 
 To answer the second part of the research question (“How does participation in 
sustained professional development that combines monthly face to face meetings and 
opportunities to interact through a digital discussion board affect teachers’ instructional 
practices in disciplinary literacy?”), I will present a case analysis for each member of the 
subgroup (n=6). For each case, I will provide salient information regarding each 
teacher’s placement and background, school-level instructional supports, and (when 
applicable) a description of how the participant interacted with colleagues during the 
professional development. Then I will discuss the fall, winter, and spring videos before 
presenting interview and participation data that relate to teachers’ instructional practices. 	
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Treatment Teachers. 
Mary (Middle School Social Studies). Mary taught eighth-grade Social Studies 
(a course focused on the state’s history). She had been at her current school for the last 
nine years and planned to remain there. She worked with two other eighth-grade Social 
Studies teachers, and (in alignment with county policy) they met weekly. These meetings 
were predominately a sharing of instructional ideas and plans and were characterized by 
their brevity. However during this school year, the school was in a state of flux as it 
prepared for its transition to a STEM school and experienced an abrupt change in 
administration in February. In March, her administrator asked her to be the STEM Social 
Studies teacher for eighth grade, and while she was quite proud of this, she was also often 
commented that she felt overwhelmed by it.  
In the early months of our professional development, she often arrived early to 
each session to talk about the readings with me before we began. However, after she 
received the STEM request, she stopped coming early. This shift in enthusiasm was 
evident in other portions of our professional development as well.  In the first sessions, 
she was an eager contributor at the Social Studies table, leading discussions and 
challenging ideas presented by her colleagues. However, as the course progressed, she 
was not as engaged as she appeared during the fall.  Instead of talking about the readings, 
she often expressed frustration in the changing leadership and added responsibilities in 
leading preparations for the incorporation of STEM. 
She attended six of the seven professional development sessions, missing the sixth 
session (Contexts for Collaboration) because she was chaperoning an overnight field trip.  
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Video-recorded lessons. Her baseline (fall) video was approximately 60 minutes 
long, and her lesson was focused on the Articles of the Confederation. Students sat in 
single-file rows and at no point during the video were they given an opportunity to 
discuss the content with a peer.  
Students had a worksheet with an abbreviated version of the Articles of 
Confederation on the front and questions on the back. The majority of Mary’s lesson 
consisted of her reading a question from the worksheet aloud to the class, telling them 
which article would provide the answer, and instructing them to write the answer on the 
worksheet. The following exchange exemplifies the majority of the video: 
T: Number five says how are delegates selected for congress? So you go down to 
Article V, which means article five, and it tells you how they’re elected. How do 
they get delegates? Delegates and representatives are the same thing. Number is 
article five.  
(Students work silently for approximately two minutes) 
T: So where do these delegates come from? 
S: The states. 
T: The states! The states elect them. Is that similar today? Yes (video, October 10, 
2016). 
Using the Instructional Quality Rubric to examine her instruction, Mary’s 
expertise in creating the Instructional Context was rated as Emerging (since the focus of 
her lesson was related to her discipline). However, her Disciplinary Literacy Instruction 
and Teacher/Student Interactions were all coded as Not Evident.  
		
77 
Her winter video showed a change in instruction. This 60-minute video was 
focused on Sherman’s war strategies and was centered on a letter from General Sherman 
and a letter from President Lincoln. Students sat in groups of four and were encouraged 
to collaborate often. Mary began with Sherman’s letter, telling students to read the letter 
either independently or as a group before discussing the question, “Is it fair to damage or 
destroy in order to win?” As students read, Mary moved around the room, interacting 
with each group. As she talked with each group, Mary did not offer explicit information. 
Instead, she posed questions that forced students to utilize their existing information to 
make sense of the letter. Specifically, she asked questions like “What do you already 
know about Lincoln? How does that help you interpret the text” and “What do you think 
[in reference to the discussion question]? Use the text to support your answer” (video, 
February 8, 2017).  
After 25 minutes, she brought the class back together and directed them to follow 
the same process with a letter from President Lincoln. Again, she circulated as students 
worked, prompting deeper thinking with exchanges like  
T: You’ve considered the geographic, the political, and the social – what’s left? 
S: Economic 
T: Exactly. What does that look like (video, February 8, 2017)? 
As the end of the period nears, Mary brought the class back together and 
summarized for them, saying “Both sides have lost a lot. The South is pretty much 
destroyed. Grant even thinks the situation is hopeless. He knows these guys aren’t 
leaving and don’t have anywhere to go home to. Any questions about this war? Ok. Well, 
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tomorrow we’ll look at a couple of maps and start talking about Reconstruction. Your test 
is next Wednesday” (video, February 8, 2017). 
Using the Instructional Quality Rubric, Mary’s expertise in establishing the 
Instructional Context was coded as Expert (since the lesson was focused on disciplinary 
content, grounded in authentic text, and provided multiple opportunities for students to 
collaborate). Her expertise with regards to Disciplinary Literacy instruction was coded as 
Emerging, given that she modeled disciplinary thinking for students but never explained 
the procedural or conditional aspect of her thinking. Finally, the Teacher/Student 
Discourse was coded as Developing. A number of her interactions with students focused 
on using literacy skills to understand make sense of content. However, in some cases 
(debriefing after each letter, closing the lesson) where she simply summarized content for 
students.  
Her spring video showed a change from her winter submission. In this lesson, 
students prepared for a quiz based on material presented in student projects. These 
projects had asked students to research a decade in American history, and present 
important facts to the class. As a part of their projects, students wrote multiple-choice 
questions based on the presentations they created. Mary had collected these questions, put 
them into one document, and distributed them to the class as packets. For the first half of 
the 60-minute video, students worked on the packet. For the second half of the class, they 
took the quiz based on the packet/student projects.  
While students worked on the packet, Mary moved around the room, giving them 
the answers to questions as they asked. Student-created questions and answers included 
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items like “What was the effect of the Cosby Show on the US?” and “How many people 
died in the Palm Sunday tornado outbreak?” (video, June 5, 2017). 
Using the Instructional Quality Rubric, Mary’s implementation of target teaching 
strategies was coded as “Not Evident” in all three areas.  
Interview. To understand what might have impacted Mary’s disciplinary literacy 
instruction, I turned to her fall and spring interviews. Within these interviews, one major 
shift and one constant seem tied to the changes in her instruction. First, Mary’s 
understandings of literacy and disciplinary literacy changed from fall to spring, becoming 
broader and more tied to her own discipline. When asked to define literacy in the fall 
interview, she replied, “Literacy is just….I guess…the basic breaking down of sentences 
and words” (interview, October 14, 2016). However, when asked the same question in 
the spring, her response was broader: “Literacy is being able to use skills and tools to 
understand information” (interview, May 30, 2017). Her understanding of literacy also 
moved beyond something tied to the English/Language Arts classroom to a series of 
skills specific to her discipline. When asked about the role of literacy in the discipline, 
her response in the fall focused on the English/Language Arts classroom. She said, “I’m 
also another ELA class because I’m still having them read paragraphs and pick out main 
ideas” (interview, October 14, 2016). However, in the spring, her response focused on the 
discipline of Social Studies. She commented, “We use literacy tools to analyze what 
happened in the past” (interview, May 30, 2017).  
Although her understanding of literacy shifted during the course of the year, her 
views on her own learning did not. In both her fall and spring interviews, when asked 
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what factors influenced her literacy knowledge, she used the same phrase in both 
interviews: “I do my own research” (interviews, October 14,2016; May 30, 2017). She 
elaborated saying, “When something is interesting to me, I’ll try to find as much as I can. 
Like diversity and technology – I’ll find a new smart thing, and I’ll change it and make it 
mine” (interview, October 14, 2016). In both interviews, her answers indicated that she 
felt she was solely responsible for her own learning, feeling that she was responsible for 
deciding what to learn about, how to learn about it, and what she should do with the 
information she learned with no support or guidance from others.  
Summary. Mary started the study enthusiastic and ready to learn about literacy. 
She viewed literacy as a necessary, albeit general, skill that was more closely tied to the 
content of English/Language Arts than Social Studies. In the first portion of the school 
year and the study, Mary’s enthusiasm and participation occurred in the same time frame 
as her greatest shifts in instruction (Fall to Winter). However, without instructional 
support when her school situation changed and she took on a great responsibility, her 
energy and excitement waned and her disciplinary literacy instruction (captured in the 
videos) faltered.  
Elizabeth (High School English). Elizabeth typically taught English I (ninth-
grade) and English III (eleventh-grade) with at least one section of inclusion (a traditional 
English course co-taught with an Exceptional Children’s teacher). She is a product of the 
local school district, having student-taught and attended elementary, middle, and high 
school in this school district. Elizabeth was eager to collaborate in both her English I and 
English III Professional Learning Communities (PLC), but she struggled with her English 
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I PLC.  In addition to Elizabeth, this PLC included two other teachers who have both 
been teaching and working closely together for almost a decade.  Elizabeth often 
expressed frustration with this PLC. Specifically, Elizabeth felt she needed support in 
planning her English I instruction but her colleagues were often unwilling to meet or 
engage in discussions beyond activities (field notes, May 11, 2017). In contrast, 
Elizabeth’s English III PLC was much more collaborative and she and her colleagues 
were more likely to be engaged in philosophical teaching discussions as well as 
instructional supports (field notes, May 11, 2017). Even so, Elizabeth was not fully 
satisfied with the English III PLC discussions. She sought out the support of the school’s 
media specialist (a former elementary school teacher) as a contact for discussing lesson 
plans and trouble-shooting new ideas (field notes, April 3, 2017). But, because of the 
demands of her position as media specialist, she provided coaching in the form of 
conversation about planning and other issues but did not have time to provide model 
lessons or observe and give feedback on teaching. Elizabeth’s school continually 
struggled with achievement and growth (as measured by state tests); and as a result, her 
administrators completed regular announced and unannounced classroom observations on 
tested subjects (specifically, English, Math, and Biology) and discussed their 
observations with each teacher. 
 From the start, Elizabeth was very willing to participate in both the professional 
development and the subgroup, and her enthusiasm never waned. In fact, she commented 
that being a part of the professional development cohort made her feel important and 
special, asking if there was another in which she could participate (field notes, June 2, 
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2017). She formed relationships quickly with the four other English teachers, and they 
often engaged in spirited discussions about literacy research and practice (field notes, 
January 30, 2017). Elizabeth attended six of the seven professional development sessions, 
missing the fifth session when her substitute did not report to the school (she was 
obligated to stay with her students).  
 Video-recorded lessons. Elizabeth’s baseline (fall) video had two major foci: 
discussing the effect of word choice and identifying literary devices. For the first third of 
the class, Elizabeth asked students to analyze the author’s use of the word “herd” in the 
sentence “He was trying to herd his teeth into place.” First, she provided the literal 
definition of the word and told students why herd is a more impactful word that push, 
explaining that it helped the reader imagine just how disorderly the character’s smile 
appeared.  Then she asked students to create a similar effect, giving them the sentence, 
“She tried to ________ her hair in place before the party.” Students offered suggestions, 
but their answers indicated that they were not following her instruction (e.g., scalp, mat 
down, push) (video, October 14, 2016). 
 Then Elizabeth turned students’ attention to the work of the day, identifying 
literary devices in popular songs. She provided students with a copy of the lyrics, and she 
instructed them to listen to the entire song, recording down any literary devices. The class 
listened to the entire song, and then Elizabeth asked students to share the literary devices 
they recorded. The exchanges typically centered around providing a definition for a 
literary device or providing an example from the song. The following exchange was 
typical of this lesson: 
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T: Anyone notice any repetition or anything? 
S: Fall to pieces! 
T: Yes! What is that? 
S: Exaggeration 
T: Yes! Fall to pieces -  that's exaggeration, so circle that and put exaggeration. 
What else can we say?  There's some alliteration...words that start with the same 
consonant sound...specifically where ? 
S: Wise words? 
T: Wise words – they start with W...ok?  
Now the other one thing I wanted to talk about with this is the rhyme scheme. So 
it does rhyme, but it's called a slant rhyme. These two things....breathin' 
believin'...do they rhyme?  
S: Kind of. 
T: Kind of.  That's called a slant rhyme.  It doesn’t quite rhyme but it sort of, kind 
of does.  It doesn't match up perfectly...why would that be good for a song about 
heartbreak? 
S: I don’t know 
T: The two people-  are they matching up perfectly?  
S: No. 
T:  Right...like the rhymes. These are all slant rhymes (video, October 14, 2016).  
 
After Elizabeth led the class in identifying seven literary devices she heard while 
listening, students were instructed to get their laptops (from the classroom cart), choose a 
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song, and identify any literary devices, mood, and theme in their chosen song.  Students 
worked alone (wearing headphones) on this activity until the bell rung (approximately 50 
minutes). 
 Elizabeth’s teaching expertise was coded as Emerging in relation to the 
Instructional Context (as she focused the lesson on disciplinary content). Disciplinary 
Literacy Instruction was coded as Not Evident (since she didn’t model her thinking as she 
provided answers) as was Teacher/Student Interactions (since she posed questions about 
content as opposed to the skills acquired to analyze the content).  
 Elizabeth’s winter video was similar with regard to instructional context, 
disciplinary literacy instruction, and teacher/student interactions. The focus of the lesson 
was Patrick Henry’s “Give Me Liberty or Give Me Death” speech. For the class period, 
Elizabeth read the speech aloud and stopped periodically to model her thinking or pose 
questions to the class. For example,  
T: Go ahead and have your speech in front of you. We’re going to close read this. 
I gave you a highlighter, so we’re going to highlight specific literary devices.  
This was written in 1775, around the time of the Revolution. Something to know 
about Patrick Henry is that he wanted America to go to war with Britain. So 
throughout this speech he’s trying to persuade the Virginia Convention that we 
should go to war with Britain. “Mr. President,” - who is he speaking to? 
 S: George Washington 
T: Not George Washington - make a note of that - the president of the Virginia 
Convention. Remember - we’re not officially a country, so we don’t have a 
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president. 
(Reads to students) - in those opening remarks, how does he address people that 
have talked? How does he speak to them? 
S: Respectful. 
T: What clues us into that? He calls them “very worthy gentleman”... He’s 
flattering them because his purpose is to persuade them.  He begins by flattering 
them. Then he’s about to say what he sees differently than they do.  
(Reads to students)...Ok, so he implies that being under British rule is like being a 
slave. Write that down. That’s another persuasive device. What’s ironic about him 
comparing them to slaves? Yeah, they probably owned slaves. I don't think 
Patrick Henry owned any slaves.  
(Keeps reading to students)...It’s like he feels this is his duty. Write that as well. 
So he’s saying, “I feel like this is my duty.” And if he doesn’t fulfill this he feels 
like he’s letting down his country and God (she continues reading to students).  
Big persuasive passage right there (she continues reading to students). What’s he 
mean “Betrayed with a kiss?” Who else did that? Judas! It’s a Biblical allusion. 
These people are well-read in the Bible.  And in this allusion - who is Judas? Who 
is the enemy? Britain. Yeah. (she continues reading to students). So if you’ll also 
notice he asks a lot of questions. We call these rhetorical questions, because they 
aren’t meant to be answered. Make sure you get those things highlighted as well. 
Let’s keep going (reads to students). A good use of metaphor there...a metaphor 
for the British.  Sometimes when I read this speech, I think of a breakup. It’s like 
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we’ve tried everything, let’s just end it. It sounds like a break-up letter to me 
(video, February 14, 2017).  
Students ended the class period by answering text-level questions in complete 
sentences on their own. Elizabeth’s teaching expertise in this lesson was coded as 
Developing in relation to the Instructional Context (as she focused the lesson on 
disciplinary content and used an authentic text). Disciplinary Literacy Instruction was 
coded as Emerging (since she attempted to model her thinking although she spent the 
majority of her time providing the answers); the Teacher/Student Interactions category 
was coded as Not Evident (since most of the questions she posed were about content and 
comprehension of the text as opposed to the skills acquired to analyze the content). 
Elizabeth’s spring video focused on the short story “A Good Man is Hard to 
Find.” Students had read the story in a previous class period, and the focus of this class 
was analyzing the development of characters and theme using test questions similar to 
those they were about to encounter on the state end-of-course assessment. Throughout the 
lesson, Elizabeth maintained the previously observed practice of asking students to 
identify different aspects of the story, but she builds on student responses, attempting to 
model her thinking as she analyzes the text to answer the test questions correctly. For 
instance:  
T: So what are some words that describe the misfit? Is he dishonest at all? He’s 
very honest. When the grandmother’s trying to say he’s a good man deep down 
inside, what does he say? No. He knows he’s not a good man, he’s not trying to 
fool anyone.  
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S: Self-aware. 
T: That’s a good word - self-aware. Now that we’ve got these traits down, I think 
these questions will be a little bit easier.  Let’s look at this. So number 1. Which 
of the following best identifies the theme of the text?  
Now, a couple of things you can automatically get rid of...D...that’s not 
really….that doesn’t really have anything to do with the story.  C...would you say 
the misfit is...was he born evil? No. He had a rough life and it made him act this 
way. What about B? I can kind of see that.  And A...I could also see that...so  I 
kind of want to know who choose A for this one. A people, you were right.  
Here’s why that is: Look at this list of characteristics. When you think of 
grandmothers, you think of women who are wise, honest, always have your back. 
Is she not like? No. But she wants to appear like she is. Now the misfit is 
supposed to be pure evil, but he knows what he’s doing is bad. Now that’s where 
we have that whole theme of a person’s morality can be determined by their 
appearance (video, May 31, 2017).  
 There were also a few teacher/student interactions around strategies for writing in 
response to text (for the written response portion of the state test). In general, they were 
similar to the following: 
 S:  When I wrote my sample, I used a different quote. Was that ok? 
T: Yeah. Like a good thing I remember seeing that you did...is you would say 
something and you had a quote to back it up (video, May 31, 2017).  
Elizabeth’s teaching expertise was coded as Developing in relation to the 
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Instructional Context (as she focused the lesson on disciplinary content and used an 
authentic disciplinary text). Disciplinary Literacy Instruction was coded as Emergent (as 
she attempted to model her thinking with regards to how she approached the text), as was 
Teacher/Student Interactions (since there were minimal instances of her focusing the 
conversation explicitly on a discipline-specific strategy, and she was more focused on 
translating discipline-specific work into the genre of test-taking). 
 Interview. To understand what might have impacted Elizabeth’s disciplinary 
literacy instruction, I turned to her fall and spring interviews. Within these interviews, her 
instruction demonstrated a major shift. Like Mary, Elizabeth’s definition of literacy 
broadened. In the fall, she defined literacy as “Fluency and just being comfortable with 
words and reading” (interview, October 25, 2016). In the spring, her definition was more 
complex. She said, “Literacy [is] a student’s ability to understand what they’ve read and 
to communicate, themselves, through writing” (interview, May 16, 2017).  This change is 
also evident in her explanation of the role of literacy in her discipline. In the fall, she 
described the role of literacy in her discipline only in regards to differentiating levels of 
text.  She said, “It’s about deciding what short stores can we read? What is too high a 
[reading] level? How can I break down Romeo + Juliet? Do I do an adapted version? Do 
I do reader’s theater? Do we even read the actual version? I don’t want to overwhelm 
them and make it seem like [they’re] going to fail before we even start” (interview, 
October 25, 2016). In contrast, in the spring, she mentioned text again but she also 
brought up thinking skills utilized based on the text, saying “We read things and 
comprehend them and discuss them and analyze them. It’s also about writing and being 
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able to put down your thoughts in a way that others can understand” (interview, May 16, 
2017).  
 Elizabeth also relied on her relationships with others to prompt reflection on her 
literacy instruction, and she perceived these relationships as impacting her teaching. She 
referenced her English I PLC, saying, “Working with my PLC has definitely helped 
establish teaching literacy in the classroom. Some things I agree with, and some things I 
think, ‘That seems kind of...outdated.’ But it’s always nice to see other people’s 
perspective.” When prompted to elaborate, she said, “I agree with teaching vocabulary in 
context, not giving the ten random words that could appear on the SAT and do all these 
random activities that take up 20-30 minutes per day. And I’m like, ‘What is this all for? 
They don’t remember it, except for the quizzes on Friday’ So that I definitely don’t do 
that anymore. I’m teaching vocabulary within the context of a story or article so it has a 
use, and it’s not just rote memorize this and tell me what it means” (interview, May 16, 
2017). She also referenced a post-conference with an administrator as a source of 
reflection that led to a change in instruction, saying “I got observed, and he asked me, 
‘What is the purpose of this activity?’ It made me look at my instruction and really think 
about it: what are the skills? that are the themes? What’s the objective of all of this?” 
(interview, May 16, 2017). 
Summary. Elizabeth made small improvements in her disciplinary literacy 
instruction throughout the year. She began incorporating authentic disciplinary texts and 
consistently attempted to model her thinking around those texts. Elizabeth’s relationships 
with her PLC and administrators provided her with questions about her instruction and 
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non-examples of quality disciplinary literacy instruction. However, Elizabeth never 
referenced any faculty colleagues who were able to provide her with a model of quality 
disciplinary literacy instruction. She attempted to incorporate the new understandings she 
gained in the cohort, but she lacked a more knowledgeable other (with regards to quality 
disciplinary literacy instruction) to provide direction and support as she changed her 
instruction.   
Jennifer (Middle School Science). Jennifer was in her fifth year teaching eighth-
grade science. She worked closely with her PLC (two other eighth grade science 
teachers), and their weekly meetings were framed by discussions of state science 
standards. As a group, they were focused on creating engaging, rigorous instruction for 
their students, and as a result, were open to new ideas and attempting new practices as a 
group. One of Jennifer’s PLC members was a participant in the pilot of this study in the 
previous school year and frequently brought back instructional ideas, making Jennifer 
familiar with the content we covered prior to the professional development (interview, 
May 23, 2017). In addition to her PLC, Jennifer’s school site also included a literacy lead 
teacher (the only secondary school in the district with this position). This position is 
devoted entirely to supporting teachers as they incorporate best practices in literacy 
instruction into their daily work, including meeting with PLCs and modeling lessons for 
teachers. Given the nature of my position as the district’s secondary instructional literacy 
lead teacher, I work closely with the school-level lead teacher, and Jennifer’s literacy 
lead teacher was aware of the professional development and the topics it covered.  
 Jennifer was eager to participate in the professional development but hesitant to 
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participate in the subgroup, citing multiple school responsibilities. She spent a great deal 
of time at school each day and had many leadership roles in her school as well as tutoring 
students after school daily. Jennifer attended every session of the professional 
development, and she was always an active participant in small and whole group 
activities.  
 Video-recorded lessons. Jennifer’s fall video began with a few minutes of 
logistical information (making students aware of an upcoming group project, turning in a 
recent assignment). Then she instructed students to close their laptops, as they are doing 
an activity called “Renew-A-Bean” (taken from the National Renewal Energy 
Laboratory’s website) which is designed to help students understand the concept of 
nonrenewable resources. In this activity, students were given 92 black beans and eight 
pinto beans and drew a predetermined number of beans based on a student-chosen 
consumption rate. Students worked with a partner and pulled beans from their piles 12 
times (to simulate the passing of 12 years), recording the percentage of black and pinto 
beans over time. At the end of this activity, students (independently) wrote a paragraph 
summarizing their findings. This activity took the entire period, and Jennifer circulated in 
the room, interacting with students. All of her academic interactions with students 
focused on clarifying the directions of the activity.  
Jennifer’s teaching expertise was coded as Not Evident in relation to the 
Instructional Context (as the lesson was centered on an activity although it related to her 
content). Disciplinary Literacy Instruction was coded as Not Evident (as she never 
discussed the declarative, procedural, or conditional knowledge she used to make sense 
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of the activity); as was Teacher/Student Interactions (since there were no instances of her 
focusing the conversation explicitly on a discipline-specific strategy). 
Her winter video was focused on test review (and was also recorded the day 
before a holiday weekend). Her room was outfitted with movable lab tables, and when 
students entered, the chairs were all facing the back of the room. On a board in the back 
of the room, Jennifer had written down all assignments from the quarter and recorded any 
student who was missing each assignment. Students who were missing work continued to 
face the back of the room as they completed missing assignments. When they finished, 
they joined students who were not missing any work in facing the front of the room to 
play a review game using Kahoot (an online tool that gives teams of students 
predetermined amounts of time to answer multiple-choice questions). During this lesson, 
Jennifer moved around the room, answering logistical questions.  
Jennifer’s teaching expertise related to Instructional Context was coded as Not 
Evident in (as the lesson was centered on an activity although it related to her content). 
Disciplinary Literacy Instruction was coded as Not Evident for both (as she never 
discussed any declarative, procedural, or conditional knowledge); as was Teacher/Student 
Interactions (since there were no instances of her focusing the conversation explicitly on 
a discipline-specific strategy). 
During the winter filming period, the literacy facilitator at Jennifer’s school 
approached me to talk about Jennifer’s disciplinary literacy instruction. In this 
(unsolicited) conversation, the literacy facilitator (mentioned in both of Jennifer’s 
interviews) said that Jennifer had asked her for assistance in planning and teaching a 
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vocabulary lesson. The facilitator described the experience, saying, “She asked me to 
stop by during her planning period, and she showed me the articles and examples from 
the professional development. She liked the idea of tiering words and incorporating them 
into students’ reading and discussion, but she felt unsure how to go about it” (field notes, 
March 1, 2017). The literacy facilitator used the materials from the professional 
development to help Jennifer plan a series of lessons, linking discipline-specific 
vocabulary to text and collaborative discussions around the question “Are diseases really 
ever eradicated?” She helped Jennifer choose authentic texts from science publications on 
a variety of reading levels and choose words on which to focus instruction. They co-
designed lessons allowing students to work in small groups to discuss vocabulary words, 
read and respond to text, and develop a claim in answer to the question before engaging 
in a whole class discussion of the larger question. However, Jennifer still felt unsure of 
herself and asked the literacy facilitator to co-teach the lesson with her. The two decided 
that the literacy facilitator would teach the lesson during first period while the Jennifer 
watched, and then the two would co-teach the lesson during second period. During third 
period, Jennifer taught while the literacy facilitator watched, and the two debriefed on the 
experience during fourth period (the teacher’s planning period). The experience was so 
positive that the other members of the Jennifer’s PLC asked the facilitator to repeat the 
process with each of them. In addition, the literacy facilitator (who was aware of the 
study and Jennifer’s inclusion in the subgroup), suggested they film the lesson as 
Jennifer’s winter video submission. The literacy facilitator told me that Jennifer felt that 
capturing the lesson wouldn’t be authentic since she had not created and taught the lesson 
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without any outside assistance (field notes, March 1, 2017).  
In Jennifer’s spring video, she captured a lesson on micro-organisms. In this 
lesson, she lectured while students took guided notes (created by Jennifer).  However, at 
various points in her lecture, she stopped and interacted with teams of students by posing 
questions and providing time for teams to record answers on communal whiteboards. Her 
questions were generally focused on content and, after students responded, she provided 
additional information based on their answers. For instance: 
 T: What’s an epidemic and what’s a pandemic? 
 (teacher circulates while students record answers on whiteboards) 
T: Ok the timer went off. Hold up your boards (she reads each team’s 
answer to herself). On your paper [guided notes], what you are filling in is 
that an epidemic is a disease that is affecting an unusually large number of 
people in a community. A pandemic affects a large number of people over 
an entire continent, several continents, or even worldwide (video, June 5, 
2017).  
 This type of exchange continues throughout the majority of class. In the final 
twenty minutes, Jennifer had teams of students take an online quiz on the information 
they covered that day. Questions were multiple-choice and are clearly meant to assess 
students’ content knowledge (“What best describes how athlete’s foot is spread to other 
individuals?” “A tapeworm lives in the intestines of its host. Which best describes the 
relationship?”).  
Jennifer’s expertise related to the Instructional Context was coded as Not Evident 
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(as the lesson was centered on an activity although it related to her content). Disciplinary 
Literacy Instruction also was coded as Not Evident (as she never discussed any 
declarative, procedural, or conditional knowledge); as was Teacher/Student Interactions 
(since there were no instances of her focusing the conversation explicitly on a discipline-
specific strategy). 
 Interviews. To better understand Jennifer’s disciplinary literacy instruction, I 
examined her interviews. As with other participants, her definition of literacy (both in 
general and within her discipline) became much more detailed from fall to spring. In the 
fall, Jennifer defined literacy as “students’ ability to read, write, and understand 
materials” (interview, October 13, 2016). However, when asked to define literacy in her 
spring interview, her answer was more detailed: 
L: It’s the way people read, write, speak, and listen (I didn’t know that 
answer the first time). But it can be specific to a discipline. Like science, 
science has its own unique set of things. 
I: Tell me what’s different about science. 
L:  A lot of our kids struggle reading graphs and interpreting graphs and 
reading the labels on the graphs and interpreting them. That’s something 
that’s very different and then writing up a lab report is very 
different….um, it’s not necessarily like Language Arts piece of writing 
because it’s all based on their evidence...and in ELA it could be a 
narrative...there are all different kinds, but ours is always factual and that 
can be difficult because they have to know the facts in order to be able to 
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write about it whereas in other disciplines it could be more creative. 
  I: So how would you summarize the role of literacy in your discipline? 
L:  Mainly gaining information and interpreting information. Learning 
how the world works and explaining how it works. IF you aren’t able to 
do that, you don’t truly understand how that works.  
 
 This description of disciplinary literacy is in sharp contrast to her fall explanation 
of the role of literacy in her discipline: “Science has a lot of really big words, and a lot of 
words involve root words, so it’s challenging. I try to do root words a lot, but it’s a 
challenge” (interview, October 13, 2016).  
 When connecting these definitions to her instruction, however, Jennifer focused 
solely on reading, defaulting to comments about text. In the fall interview, she referenced 
students who struggle and how challenging it is for her to find texts for those students: “I 
have students who read at a second-grade level, and there’s not much material on 
chemical reactions at a second-grade level” (interview, October 13, 2016). In the spring, 
she still struggled with texts and felt that not every topic in science lends itself to the 
inclusion of text: “Some of our units really lend themselves to literacy, while some of 
them don’t. I don’t have a whole lot of readings on the periodic table for instance...I don’t 
have a whole lot of reading on geologic time. But we do a lot of reading with 
microorganisms and energy resources...those are the two biggest ones because there’s 
always something going on in the real world with them” (interview, May 23, 2017). This 
comment, however, contradicted her definition of literacy offered just moments prior. 
While she could define literacy as a much broader concept, when she talked about 
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literacy in relation to her instruction, she used the word “literacy” as a synonym for 
“reading.”  
A constant in Jennifer’s fall and spring interviews was the mention of the school’s 
literacy facilitator role (a position which has been marked by turnover during her tenure 
at the school). In her fall interview, she discussed how her different relationships with the 
two people who had held the literacy facilitator role impacted her practice: “I worked 
with [the newest literacy facilitator] a lot just because I know her fairly well and that 
made me want to have her come in and help me. But [the previous literacy facilitator] 
would just say ‘Here, try this’ and sometimes it would work and sometimes it wouldn’t 
because I honestly don’t feel like I know what I’m doing because I’ve never been trained 
how to do this. So when someone says, ‘Hey, you should try this,’ I don’t know how 
unless I have someone there with me. But I don’t feel like I have the support to do it all 
the time” (interview, October 13, 2016). 
In her spring interview, she again mentioned the current literacy facilitator as well 
as her PLC. First, she discussed how having one of her PLC members in the pilot study 
of this project last year was helpful. She explains, “With [PLC member] being in the 
cohort last year, she would always come back and be like, ‘This is what we’re doing in 
the literacy cohort, and we’re going to try this in class,’ but my PLC has always done 
everything together. We all got here at the same time, and it was like we can all sink or 
we can all swim. And so her doing it first kind of got my feet wet, so I wasn’t surprised 
with anything that we talked about. So I always felt like, ‘Oh I’ve seen this, I’ve done 
this, this is familiar.’ Then honestly with {PLC member} being there first, she was like, 
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“[school’s literacy facilitator], come help us.” So with them, I’ve learned by doing 
instead of just reading about or practicing strategies. They would come show us, and 
that’s helpful. I’m glad [PLC member] did it first! (interview, May 23, 2017). She 
mentioned the role of her literacy lead teacher again, saying, “[School literacy facilitator] 
was able to show us specifically a lot of the things from the cohort, and she was able to 
co-taught with each of us...and that’s really helpful. And she lives here, so she can” 
(interview, May 23, 2017). 
Summary. According to the Instructional Quality Rubric, Jennifer’s disciplinary 
literacy instruction did not change over the course of the school year. However, the 
comments of her school literacy facilitator and her own admissions indicate that it was a 
part of planning and instruction. Jennifer saw disciplinary literacy instruction as 
something that did not always fit in with every topic she covered (something she 
determined by the number of texts she felt she could find on a topic). She also struggled 
to feel confident addressing the wide range of the general reading levels of her students.  
James (High School Science). James taught all of the sections of Earth and 
Environmental Science (required freshman level course).  He was in his twentieth year of 
teaching, the last fifteen of which have been at his present school. He has a bachelor’s 
degree in science, but he entered teaching as a lateral entry professional. He was always 
quick to point out that his strength is his content knowledge and not his pedagogical 
practices. In keeping with this, he rarely took on leadership roles at his school site, but he 
served as the district’s content expert for high school science during the summers 
(leading teams of other science teachers to write and revise the district’s science units).  
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Because he was the sole instructor of Earth and Environmental Science, James did 
not have a PLC. James’s administrative team did complete regular scheduled and 
unscheduled observations of teachers, but since James did not teach a tested subject and 
works at a large high school, he was typically observed only during his scheduled 
observations (which, because of his tenure status, occurred twice a year).  
He was originally hesitant to participate in the professional development as well 
as the subgroup, and he explained that he agreed to both only because he felt guilty in 
declining. James attended five of the seven professional development sessions, missing 
the third session due to an issue with a substitute and the fifth session due to vacation. In 
the sessions he did attend, he and another high school biology teacher were the only 
science teachers. While they worked well together, they held similar doubts about the 
inclusion of literacy in high school science and each had limited knowledge of literacy 
instruction in general. Because of this, their discussions often stalled and required 
additional prompting from the professional development facilitators to continue.  
Video-recorded lessons. James’s fall lesson was focused on soil. For the first half 
of class, he led the students in a brief review before they took a multiple-choice quiz on 
soil. During the second half of the class, students worked on a lab (in groups of four) to 
answer the question: What has the highest porosity: soil, sand, or gravel? To prepare for 
the lab, James had students predict the answer to the lab question. Students followed step-
by-step instructions on a worksheet to test the porosity of the soil, sand, and gravel, 
which had spaces for them to fill in information as it was collected. They were required 
to turn in the worksheet (no lab report was assigned). Throughout the period, he posed 
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questions to ensure content knowledge, but he did not discuss scientific ways of thinking 
with students. Typical exchanges included the following:  
T: How does groundwater become recharged? 
 
S: Infiltration  
 
T: Right infiltration. And infiltration occurs by...how does infiltration occur? 
 
S: Surface water (video, October 13, 2016). 
 
James’s expertise in establishing a productive Instructional Context was coded as 
Not Evident; the class period was focused on a quiz and a lab with very little information 
exchanged between teacher and students. Likewise, expertise in Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction and Teacher/Student Interactions were coded as Not Evident. 
For his winter video lesson, James’s instruction was centered around the phases of 
the moon. For the majority of class, he lectured to students, modeling the four phases of 
the moon with a large lamp. Occasionally, he stopped to ask a question about content 
(presumably to ensure student understanding), and students also posed questions 
throughout (e.g., “What can cause the moon to look red?”). He ended the lecture by 
showing a graph charting the tilt and orbit of the Earth before having students complete a 
worksheet (it provided different data points for students to create their own graph) online 
(referred to as an “interactive lab simulation”).  
In this lesson, James’s expertise in establishing a productive Instructional Context 
was rated as Not Evident: he was focused on disciplinary content but his lesson was not 
anchored in authentic text. As in the fall lesson, expertise in both Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction and Teacher/Student Interactions were rated as Not Evident. 
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Finally, James’s spring video captured a lesson about the relationship between 
world population and climate. He began with a lecture about the rapid increase in the 
world population and its impact on climate. This prompted students’ interest, and they 
often interjected with questions (e.g., “Do you think if we increased the number of trees 
that it would reduce CO2?”). James followed this with a TED Talk video of Hans Roslin.  
Students were instructed to watch the video and he asked basic questions to ensure their 
understanding (“What was his new green technology?”). Finally, James showed students 
a population graph, and he provided instruction on how he gains information from it: 
T: The big thing is it’s easy to read these. You just look at how far either side 
goes as far as percentages. They are really wide at the bottom and narrow at the 
top – that’s where the population doubles. Whereas the reverse – the smaller 
population down here- is a population that’s not growing fast enough (video, May 
26, 2017).  
He then explained how to do the math for students to create population graphs of 
different countries, and they work on these graphs independently for the rest of class.  
In this video, expertise in creating a productive Instructional Context was rated as 
Emerging: he was focused on disciplinary content and his lesson presented students with 
text in the form of media and a graph. Disciplinary Literacy Instruction was coded as 
Emerging; he modeled his own thinking for students on the process of reading a graph, 
but he never offered procedural or conditional information. Expertise in quality of 
Teacher/Student Interactions were coded as Not Evident, because the interactions 
centered on transmission of content.  
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Interviews. To understand more about James’s disciplinary literacy instruction, I 
turned to his interviews. As with other participants in the subgroup, the way he defined 
literacy in the fall was much more simplistic than his spring definition. In the fall, he 
defined literacy as “the ability to comprehend, apply, and share” (interview, October 25, 
2016). In the spring, he began by acknowledging the difference in his fall and spring 
definitions, saying “How I define literacy is a lot different than before. I think literacy is 
more than just ‘Do you know what this word means?’ and ‘Can you write this?’ but do 
you have an understanding of the world around you based on reading and writing and can 
you articulate that information to others” (interview, May 16, 2017). His explanation of 
the role of literacy in science was also much more detailed in his spring interview. While 
his fall description of science literacy was “the ability to comprehend and share that 
information out” (interview, October 25, 2016), his spring description of literacy in 
science was more detailed: “[Being] able to share the information of your observation 
and give that information to others in a way for them to understand your observations” 
(interview, May 16, 2017).  
In his interview, James acknowledged that his disciplinary literacy instruction had 
not changed during the year. He pointed to a lack of time to do what he felt was 
necessary to improve his practice.  James made specific references to the ways he wanted 
to see his professional development time utilized. When considering what he had 
attempted to apply to his teaching practice, he noted, “I think I’ve tried one or two things. 
But overall I haven’t had time to truly implement anything we’ve done from the lab to the 
classroom. It takes time. There’s a lot of front-end work to do” (interview, May 16, 
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2017). When asked to elaborate, he responded, “I’d be a better teacher if I had more PD 
in literacy - especially the conceptual way and what it means for a student to be…science 
literate. [It] would be a big PD that was more involved in my curriculum - where I could 
actually see it being taught.” (interview, May 16, 2017).  He continued, saying “As a 
teacher, you don’t get those opportunities to observe and reflect. I know I make the same 
mistakes over and over. But I don’t have time to change those mistakes. I need the time 
to observe good teaching and see that…especially what we learned in [the profession 
development] – I need to see it in a science class, in my actual discipline” (interview, 
May 16, 2017).  
Summary.  James’s disciplinary literacy showed little to no change over the 
course of the school year. Although he had deep content knowledge, he struggled with 
using disciplinary literacy practices to share that content with his students. He was 
explicit in his view that time was an issue, and he was quite specific on how he needed 
that time to be used. Instead of more direct instruction in professional development 
meetings, he advocated for time to observe expert science teachers and reflect on their 
practice, considering how it might impact his own teaching.  
Table 8 presents the results of each treatment subgroup teacher’s videos over the 
course of the year. 
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Table 8 
Treatment subgroup teachers’ ratings on the Instructional Quality Rubric 
Teacher Aspect of Rubric Fall Winter Spring 
Erica Instructional Context Emerging Expert Not Evident 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction 
Not 
Evident 
Emerging Not Evident 
Teacher/Student Discourse Not 
Evident 
Developing Not Evident 
Hannah Instructional Context Emerging Developing Developing 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction 
Not 
Evident 
Emerging Emergent 
Teacher/Student Discourse Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Emergent 
Lauren Instructional Context Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Not Evident 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction 
Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Not Evident 
Teacher/Student Discourse Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Not Evident 
Joe Instructional Context Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Emerging 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction 
Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Emerging 
Teacher/Student Discourse Not 
Evident 
Not Evident Not Evident 
 
Control Teachers 
Linda (High School English). Linda was in her twentieth year of teaching and 
taught English IV. She participated weekly in her English IV PLC that includes only one 
other teacher. The two have worked together for several years, and they used their PLC 
time to share activities and ideas related to the novels they are currently teaching. Linda 
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and Elizabeth are a “matched pair”; therefore, she has the same administrative team and 
focus. Because she teaches English (a tested subject), she is observed regularly. 
Her participation in the study was always positive. She was quick to agree to be a 
member of the subgroup. She was always pleasant to interview and submitted her videos 
in a timely fashion. 
 Video-recorded lessons. Linda’s fall lesson was focused on the second chapter of 
1984. She began by reading the chapter aloud, stopping periodically to pose questions 
(presumably to ensure comprehension) such as “What’s a surname?” and “Why did he 
commit suicide?” (video, October 10, 2016). She read aloud for approximately 20 
minutes, and then instructed students to finish reading the chapter independently and 
complete the study guide questions.  
Linda’s expertise in establishing a productive Instructional Context was labeled as 
Emerging (because she used an authentic disciplinary text but there was no clear, 
strategic focus in her lesson). Her Disciplinary Literacy Instruction and Teacher/Student 
Interactions were coded as Not Evident (as she was not providing any discipline-specific 
strategy instruction).  
Linda’s winter lesson video was centered around The Canterbury Tales, 
specifically “The Pardoner’s Tale.” She used a similar format as the fall lesson video, 
reading the entire piece aloud and stopping periodically to ask comprehension questions. 
When she finished the reading, she informed students that the Pardoner was an archetype. 
She asked them to identify three archetypes in high school (cheerleader, jock, etc.). For 
each archetype, students were instructed to write a ten-sentence description modeled after 
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“The Pardoner’s Tale,” with extra credit offered for rhyming. Students worked on the 
pieces until the bell rang, while Linda circulated.  
The Instructional Context of Linda’s lesson was coded as Emerging (because she 
used an authentic disciplinary text but there was no clear, strategic focus in her lesson). 
Her expertise with regard to both Disciplinary Literacy Instruction and Teacher/Student 
Interactions were coded as Not Evident (as she was not providing any discipline-specific 
strategy instruction).  
Linda’s final lesson was centered around the 100-word short story “Nicholas 
was…” by Neil Gaiman. This piece is a dark description of Saint Nicholas. Linda read 
the piece aloud to the students, and then students were asked to form groups and write a 
100-word short story (modeled on “Nicholas was…”) of a character they read about 
during the semester. Students worked on this piece until the bell rang.  
Linda’s expertise with regard to the Instructional Context was coded as Emerging 
(because she used an authentic disciplinary text but there was no clear, strategic focus in 
her lesson). Her Disciplinary Literacy Instruction and Teacher/Student Interactions were 
coded as Not Evident (as she was not providing any discipline-specific strategy 
instruction).  
 Interviews. To better understand Linda’s literacy instruction, I examined her 
interview responses.  Her definition of literacy and explanation of the role of literacy in 
her discipline were similar in the fall and spring. In the fall, she defined literacy as 
“Being able to read the world around you whenever you need to” (interview, October 25, 
2016) while in the spring, she described it as “Being able to function in the world and 
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being able to accomplish what you need do to live life” (interview, May 16, 2017). In 
both interviews, she references her time as the High School Success teacher (a course for 
freshman who did not pass the eighth-grade reading test using the Content Literacy 
Continuum strategies as the main content) as influencing her literacy knowledge and 
instruction. 
 Summary. Neither Linda’s disciplinary literacy instruction nor her descriptions of 
literacy changed throughout the course of the year.  
Barbara (Middle School Science). Barbara was in her 16th year of teaching, 15 
of which have been at her current school. She holds a bachelor’s degree and is certified to 
teach math and science and is a Nationally Board Certified teacher. She met weekly with 
her seventh-grade science PLC (which includes two other teachers).  Since Barbara and 
Jennifer are a “matched pair”, they have the same administrative team and the same 
access to the literacy lead teacher. She was quick to agree to be a member of the 
subgroup, and she was always open to being interviewed and filmed.  
 Video-recorded lessons. Barbara’s baseline (fall) lesson was focused on the parts 
of a cell. For the first portion of the period, students worked independently to color and 
label the parts of a cell. Then Barbara led students in a review for a quiz on the parts of a 
cell. She had created a file to use on the classroom Smartboard where students could drag 
a label to the correct part of a cell.  Students approached the board one at a time, and 
Barbara pointed to a particular label for the student to place correctly. At the end of the 
period, students took a quiz on the parts of the cell.  
 On each of the three lesson criteria (Instructional Context, Disciplinary Literacy, 
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Teacher/Student Interactions, Barbara’s expertise was coded as Not Evident. Students 
were focused on reviewing content in preparation for an assessment, and Barbara 
provided no opportunities for collaboration between students or discourse about 
discipline-specific strategies.  
 Barbara’s winter lesson video was centered on reviewing the nervous system and 
beginning the class study of the endocrine system. For the first two-thirds of class, 
students worked in pairs to complete an assignment. Each pair was assigned one of the 
five senses and had been given a collection of articles, videos, and presentations to watch 
about that sense. Their final task was to write a paragraph summarizing what they learned 
about that sense. While students worked on the task, Barbara was at her computer (no 
interactions occurred). During the final third of the class, students watched a video on the 
endocrine system. No assignment or special instructions were given for students to track 
ideas or respond to the video.  
Barbara’s expertise in creating a productive Instructional Context was coded as 
Emerging. Her lesson was focused on discipline-specific content, but the texts and 
sources students were using were not authentic science resources. Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction and Teacher/Student Interactions were each coded as Not Evident for (since 
neither of these occurred).  
The spring lesson video included a student reward day for the first half of the 
class (doughnuts and free time), time spent reviewing using student-created flashcards in 
preparation for a quiz on organisms, and students taking a quiz on organisms. Students 
were told to take a doughnut and when finished eating, to review their flashcards. 
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Nonetheless, when Barbara observed that everyone had finished eating, she instructed 
them to put the flashcards away, and she passed out the quiz.  
Each of the three lesson criteria was rated as Not Evident. Students were focused 
on reviewing in preparation for an assessment, and she provided no opportunities for 
collaboration between students or discourse about discipline-specific strategies. 
 Interview. Barbara’s answers to the interview questions in the fall were similar to 
her answers to the same questions in the spring. Her definition of literacy remained the 
same (“[Literacy is] the ability to read information and comprehend what you’re reading” 
(interview, October 13, 2016) and [Literacy is] a student’s ability to comprehend” 
(interview, May 26, 2017).  In both interviews, she focused on the importance of teaching 
vocabulary and, in particular, teaching students to look at word parts and/or context to 
determine the meanings of unfamiliar words. 
 Summary. Barbara’s disciplinary literacy teaching and the way she discussed her 
disciplinary literacy teaching did not vary over the course of the school year. Her lesson 
videos present instruction generally focused on an activity (as opposed to ways of 
thinking as a disciplinary expert) and were rarely centered around text. Her answers to 
interview questions demonstrated a similar level of understanding of literacy and a 
similar focus from the beginning to the end of the school year. 
Chapter Summary 
  Participants’ participation in sustained professional development that combined 
monthly face to face meetings and opportunities to interact through a digital discussion 
board resulted in teachers developing their knowledge of disciplinary literacy and its 
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place in their instruction. In the LPCKSA, discussion board comments, and personal 
communications, participants increased the frequency with which they mentioned 
disciplinary literacy practices when describing their instruction. In addition, they 
positioned generalizable literacy strategies as ways to teach students key literacy 
practices of their respective disciplines. With regard to the ways in which participation in 
sustained professional development that combined monthly face to face meetings and 
opportunities to interact through a digital discussion board affected teachers’ instructional 
practices in disciplinary literacy, the results showed a smaller change. Each of the 
professional development participants in the subgroup demonstrated small, positive 
changes in expertise in creating instructional context, providing disciplinary literacy 
instruction, and/or facilitating productive teacher/student discourse around disciplinary 
literacy, while the control teachers in subgroup did not demonstrate any changes in their 
disciplinary literacy instruction. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Discussion 	
 In this study, I set out to explore the ways professional development impacted not 
only the ways middle and high school teachers perceived disciplinary literacy instruction 
but also how they applied what they learned in professional development to their 
classroom practices. I chose this particular topic as a way to address and change the 
consistently low levels of adolescent literacy achievement over the last 40 years (NAEP, 
2013; PISA, 2012). To examine the effects of professional development, I measured 
teachers’ perceptions of disciplinary literacy (through verbal and written self-report) and 
I used video recorded lessons to corroborate any perceived changes. Given that students’ 
literacy achievement would be impacted by a change in practice as well as an increase in 
knowledge, it was especially relevant to explore if and how the topics discussed and 
modeled in the professional development setting made their way to the classroom.   
 Based on the data collected during the study, participation in sustained 
professional development that combined monthly face to face meetings and opportunities 
to interact through a digital discussion board resulted in teachers verbally connecting 
disciplinary literacy practices to their classroom instruction. Over the course of the study, 
participants increased their understanding of the definitions of literacy and disciplinary 
literacy as well as the frequency with which they mentioned disciplinary literacy 
practices when describing their instruction. However, when it came to their classroom 
instruction, data collected from the subgroup was not as compelling: subgroup 
participants who were also in the professional development demonstrated small changes 
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in expertise in creating instructional context, providing disciplinary literacy instruction, 
and/or facilitating productive teacher/student discourse around disciplinary literacy. 
Given that the control teachers in subgroup did not demonstrate any changes in their 
disciplinary literacy instruction, such changes in instruction are positive but leave much 
to be desired. 
 In the sections that follow, I will review the evidence related to effective 
professional development for secondary teachers and establish the alignment between 
researched best practices in literacy professional development for secondary teachers and 
the professional development that formed the foundation for teachers’ learning in this 
study.  Then I will review and interpret the findings, first in the context of this study, and 
then in the context of existing literature. Finally I will suggest implications for practice 
and suggest directions for future research.   
Fidelity of Implementation: Did the Professional Development Course Offer a 
Sound Learning Opportunity? 
Research tells us effective professional development that impacts the teaching of 
secondary teachers has three characteristics. First, it constructs contexts for collective 
participation around an authentic, relevant topic and/or task (e.g., Johnson & Marx, 2009) 
that also allow for opportunities for critical reflection and feedback from peers (e.g., Sato 
et al., 2008).  Second, effective professional development leads to change in teacher 
practice by deliberately embedding ways in which individuals in the professional 
development are accountable to other participants for changes in instruction (e.g., 
Jeanpierre et al., 2005). Finally, teachers’ classroom practice is impacted when teachers 
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receive leadership and support from professional development facilitators (e.g., Johnson 
& Marx, 2009) and building and district level administrators (Johnson, 2007). 
 The present study was created to adhere to these practices, and observations and 
field notes recorded following each session indicated that these practices were, in fact, 
implemented. Participants readily acknowledged their desire for an improvement in their 
students’ reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills at the first session. Throughout 
the course of the year, they worked together as they learned about disciplinary literacy 
and the practices they could employ to improve their disciplinary literacy instruction and 
the overall literacy abilities of their students. They wrote lessons, and they worked 
together at each session to consider the strengths and areas for improvement in their 
work. Their monthly discussions of lessons not only provided opportunities for reflection 
and feedback but also held them accountable to one another as they worked to change 
their instruction. Finally, the district’s support was demonstrated through paid substitutes 
and the provision of materials, and, as the facilitator of the professional development, I 
worked to answer any and all questions thoughtfully, thoroughly, and promptly.  
Discussion of Findings: The Local Context 
Teachers’ Descriptions of Disciplinary Literacy Instruction 
The results of the study indicate that participation in the professional development 
substantially affected teachers’ expression of pedagogical content knowledge. I draw that 
conclusion from three findings. First, their definitions of both literacy and disciplinary 
literacy changed over the course of year. Prior to beginning the professional 
development, participants’ descriptions of their disciplinary literacy instruction included 
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few instances of disciplinary literacy practices. Second, their descriptions of disciplinary 
literacy instruction on the course discussion board indicated a change in their perceptions 
of disciplinary literacy, moving from viewing it as separate from and challenging to 
include within their instruction to describing the ways they included it in their classroom 
practice. While early discussion board posts indicated that participants saw disciplinary 
literacy instruction as a challenging and separate instructional component from their 
teaching, subsequent discussion board responses indicated a shift in this perception as 
their posts took on a more positive perception and began to include the ways disciplinary 
literacy instruction was a part of the teaching of their content. Finally, they connected the 
literacy instructional practices with which they were comfortable implementing as ways 
to teach their students key disciplinary literacy skills. Ultimately, following the yearlong 
professional development, participants’ responses significantly and repeatedly linked 
specific disciplinary literacy practices to their current classroom instructional strategies.   
Teachers’ Disciplinary Literacy Instruction 
 The results of the study also indicate that participation in this professional 
development changed participants’ practices: every member of the lesson video subgroup 
who participated in the professional development program demonstrated some level of 
change in their disciplinary literacy instruction while the control teachers (who received 
no professional development) demonstrated no change in their disciplinary literacy 
instruction. 
 However, these changes primarily represented growth from baseline when a 
practice not evident at all to mid and final data points when a target practice was 
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emerging, representing relatively small increments in growth. Further examination of the 
lesson subgroup participants’ interviews indicates common themes around the 
availability of school-based instructional support that could have potentially impacted 
teachers’ abilities to implement and sustain changes in their disciplinary literacy 
instruction. In this section, I first explore differences in the availability of instructional 
support; then I examine the ways teachers participating in professional development 
leveraged the same school-based instructional supports differently from teachers who 
were not participating.  
Disciplinary Literacy Instruction and Instructional Support. In the case analyses, 
the idea of instructional support was a common theme in participants’ responses as they 
discussed how their own learning translated into their teaching practice. Across the six 
members of the subgroup, descriptions of availability of instructional support fell into 
three categories: absent, verbal, and embedded. In the following sections, I will describe 
each of these categories of support. Then I will explore the ways in which participants 
utilized existing supports. 
Absent Instructional Support. For some, instructional support was nonexistent 
(for a variety of reasons). Mary is an excellent example of this; in both of her interviews, 
she indicated that she assumed the responsibility of managing her learning. As the STEM 
representative for eighth-grade Social Studies, she was separated from her PLC and 
became a singleton. In addition, her entire administrative team (principal and two 
assistant principals) was replaced during this academic year. As a result, classroom 
walkthroughs and scheduled observations did not occur regularly. Without a dedicated 
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PLC or feedback on her teaching, it is no wonder Mary continued to feel solely 
responsible for her own teaching and learning. Likewise, James was also a singleton as 
the only Earth and Environmental Science teacher at his school. In addition, while 
administrators at his school site completed regular classroom walkthroughs and 
observations, they tended to prioritize tested subjects (Math and English). In sum, both 
Mary and James functioned in a relative amount of solitude with regard to determining 
relevant learning experiences, translating new learning into practice, and reflecting on 
their teaching to determine next steps.  
Verbal Instructional Support. For others, instructional support came in the form 
of verbal interactions with colleagues (other teachers, media specialist, administrators).  
Elizabeth’s school setting is an example of this sort of instructional support. She 
participated regularly in PLC meetings with both English I and English III teachers, using 
the majority of their meetings to plan upcoming instruction. She also worked under 
administrators who completed classroom walkthroughs regularly, kept up with 
observation schedules, and held post-observation conferences containing reflective 
questions. Finally, Elizabeth also sought support from the school’s media specialist, using 
the media specialist to provide feedback on her lessons and suggest resources.  
Linda (Elizabeth’s matched pair) was at the same school site, so she had access to 
the same verbal resources. Like Elizabeth, Linda participated in the English IV PLC and 
had regular classroom walkthroughs and observations. She also had access to the same 
media specialist throughout the course of the year.  
In sum, Elizabeth and Linda worked at a school site where they had regular access 
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to feedback from colleagues whose various positions provided different lenses with 
which to view their teaching and learning.  
Embedded Instructional Support. Finally, two teachers (Jennifer and Barbara) 
were at the only secondary school in the district with a literacy lead teacher. In this 
setting, there were opportunities for instructional support to be embedded in teachers’ 
planning, instruction, and reflection. In Jennifer’s case, the instructional support provided 
by the literacy lead occurred prior to instruction (in individual planning sessions and in 
PLC meetings) as well as in the classroom (the literacy lead was able to model lessons in 
Jennifer’s classroom and watch Jennifer teach co-created lessons and provide feedback 
on her teaching). 
 In addition, both Jennifer and Barbara had verbal instructional supports. They 
each met weekly with their PLCs, and their school had four administrators and the 
literacy lead all regularly completing classroom walkthroughs and observations, regularly 
providing feedback on teaching.  
To summarize, Jennifer and Barbara had access to both verbal and embedded 
instructional supports at their school. Both worked closely with two other Science 
teachers during PLCs and received regular feedback on their teaching from administrator.  
Utilization of Instructional Support.  Differences in the availability of 
instructional support didn’t seem to tell the full story. Upon closer examination, I found 
that teachers utilized similar instructional supports differently. Of the four teachers who 
had access to school-based instructional support, the two control group teachers (Linda 
and Barbara) did not mention the use of existing instructional supports while the two 
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treatment group teachers (Elizabeth and Jennifer) did. 
 Elizabeth utilized her verbal instructional supports to prompt reflection on her 
teaching practice. For example, Elizabeth took the information from our session on 
vocabulary instruction and recognized a conflict between the practices of her PLC 
(decontextualized word lists) from her work in our professional development. As a result, 
she moved away from the practices of her PLC and began seeking ways to incorporate 
meaningful vocabulary instruction in her classroom. Similarly, when her administrator 
questioned the purpose of her activity, she began to consider how she might connect the 
English skills she was teaching to a larger knowledge goal.  
 Jennifer also connected the professional development to her available 
instructional supports. After the vocabulary session, she asked the literacy lead teacher to 
help her plan and teach the lesson. Throughout their collaboration, Jennifer drove their 
interactions, advocating for the level of support she felt was necessary (as evidenced by 
inviting the literacy lead into her room to model the lesson and provide feedback).   
Overall, it seemed that professional development was a necessary (but not 
sufficient) component to make a difference in teachers’ disciplinary literacy instruction. 
To build on new understandings, teachers needed school-based institutional support 
aimed at developing teaching expertise, and they needed a certain disposition toward 
drawing on that support. 
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Discussion of Findings: The Professional Literature 
Teachers’ Definitions of Disciplinary Literacy 
Consistent with existing research, professional development contexts (including the 
one in the present study) that occur over a sustained period of time, encourage collegial 
collaboration, and focus on student outcomes result in teachers reporting changes to their 
instruction (Desimone, et al., 2002). Participants in this study were a part of a 
professional development context aligned to these best practices: the time spent engaging 
with new content was intensive, the collaborative interactions gave them access to 
colleagues with a similar knowledge base, and the outcomes were focused on improving 
student achievement. However, the patterns in the ways they made sense of new 
knowledge are a contrast to the ways experienced teachers typically receive literacy 
professional development. Previous research indicates teachers’ views that literacy is 
separate from content of their discipline (e.g., Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012), and teachers 
typically resist literacy instruction from those outside their discipline (O’Brien, Stuart, & 
Moje, 1995). 
 Nevertheless, in this study, the patterns in participants’ responses over the course of 
the professional development indicate a disruption in this way of perceiving literacy. 
While their initial interviews and discussion board posts indicate a clear separation 
between literacy and the content of their discipline, these attitudes shifted over the course 
of the professional development. By the end of the professional development, participants 
connected instructional practices to disciplinary literacy outcomes and even requested my 
assistance (someone separate from their discipline) beyond the end of the professional 
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development. Existing research indicates that teachers often reject content area literacy 
professional development because they perceive it is additive and provides additional, 
separate information they are responsible to teach in addition to their content (e.g., 
O’Brien, Stuart, & Moje, 1995). Based on the results of this study, the opposite seems to 
have occurred, perhaps connected to the focus of disciplinary literacy (as opposed to 
content area literacy).  
Teachers’ Disciplinary Literacy Instruction 
In addition, this study brings up themes that align with previous studies (Showers 
& Joyce, 1996; Neufield & Roper, 2003; Kohler, Crilley, Shearer, &Good, 1997) in 
which teachers who receive coaching and support are more likely to attempt to enact new 
teaching strategies. However, less is known about the intentional combination of high-
quality professional development with school-based coaching and support on students’ 
literacy outcomes and the findings from this work contribute to this emerging body of 
work. While the majority of existing work focuses on elementary settings (e.g., 
Blachowicz, Obrochta, & Fogelberg, 2005; Lyons & Pinnell, 2001;), existing studies 
show promising beginnings for secondary schools (e.g., Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011b; 
Phillips, et. al, 2016) in combining professional development with coaching and support. 
In the present study, teachers needed to have access to school-based instructional support, 
but they also needed to effectively leverage the available support.	As one would expect, 
the control subgroup teachers who received no literacy professional development 
demonstrated no change in their perceptions or practices of disciplinary literacy. 
However, treatment subgroup teachers broadened their definitions of literacy, were able 
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to differentiate “general” literacy from literacy in their discipline, and (orally and in 
writing) connect these disciplinary literacy practices to their classroom instruction. In 
addition, while control group teachers conveyed no awareness of the disciplinary literacy 
practices and made no attempt to utilize them, the circumstance was different for those 
teachers who had both professional development and school-based instructional supports. 
These teachers took the ideas presented in professional development, brought them back 
to their school site, and used the available school-based instructional supports to 
incorporate their new knowledge into their classroom.  
Both Elizabeth and Jennifer were able to connect the new knowledge gained from 
the professional development with their existing instructional supports, recognizing areas 
of their practice that could be improved and leveraging the level of support available at 
their respective school sites, framed around their individual access (or lack of access) to a 
more knowledgeable other (Vygotsky, 1978). Elizabeth did not have access to a “more 
knowledgeable other” with regard to disciplinary literacy instruction in English. 
However, she used members of her PLC as examples of what she did not want to do, her 
administrator’s questions, and the supports of the media specialist to feel confident in 
incorporating small changes into her disciplinary literacy instruction. Over the course of 
the year, Elizabeth’s instructional quality improved in relatively consistent but small 
jumps. Jennifer, on the other hand, had two “more knowledgeable others” at her disposal.  
First, her PLC member who had participated in the pilot study regularly introduced the 
ideas of the professional development in the previous school year and continued to 
incorporate them during the current school year. Second, Jennifer had access to a literacy 
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lead teacher who had the freedom to meet and co-teach within Jennifer’s schedule. While 
Jennifer’s videos indicated that her instructional quality remained the same throughout 
the year, the comments of her literacy lead teacher indicate larger changes happening that 
were not captured on video.  
 It is important to note that subgroup is small, and the patterns presented represent 
potential directions in future research.    
Implications For Practice 
While this study provides positive preliminary findings, it is not without 
limitations. First, two types of diffusion are the main threat to validity potentially 
hindering the ability to draw conclusions based on the outcomes of the study. First, since 
the study occurred over the course of a school year and participants may have 
participated in other professional development meetings during this time frame, it is 
possible that participants acquired knowledge that could prompt changes in their literacy 
instruction. To control for this possibility, in the final interview, I asked every participant 
to describe any other professional development experiences during this school year; no 
participant in the subgroup had attended any other literacy professional development 
during the school year.  
 In addition, to prepare for this study, a pilot study was conducted during the 2015-
2016 school year. It is possible that those participants regularly plan instruction with the 
participants in this study (both those in the professional development and subgroup). The 
diffusion of knowledge from the pilot study could have impacted all data sources, as 
these conversations could have occurred throughout the previous school year and 
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potentially could have occurred during the study. To address this effect, questions were 
included in the subgroup interviews that ask participants to reflect on sources of the 
literacy knowledge (“(d) What factors have impacted your literacy knowledge?”) and 
explain any changes in literacy instruction (“(e) Has your literacy instruction changed this 
year? Explain.”). Only one participant (Jennifer) mentioned a pilot study participant as a 
source impacting her literacy knowledge.  
 Both in interviews and literacy self-assessments, teacher self-report is often 
suspect (providing skewed or false information). The treatment teachers’ videos 
controlled for this threat, providing clear evidence of teachers’ practice.  
A fourth limitation is my own role as both researcher and participant, since I both 
lead the professional development and analyzed the data. A second rater was used to 
control for this. 
 A fifth limitation is what might be considered a paucity of lesson data. However, 
it should be noted that a total of 18 lessons (12 from the treatment group; 6 from the 
control group) were analyzed, and video data looked for patterns across all disciplines in 
both middle and high school. 
 Finally, and perhaps most importantly, a last limitation relates to the new 
knowledge about disciplinary literacy that has emerged since the beginning of this work. 
Throughout this study, the content of the professional development and, ultimately, the 
ways in which changes in teachers’ understandings and practices of disciplinary literacy 
were measured predominately represented Moje’s (2008) first two categories of 
disciplinary literacy pedagogies: the cognitive literacy strategies perspective and the 
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disciplinary epistemological perspective. While glimpses of the cultural navigation 
perspective were evident in the data, this perspective was (unfortunately) neither 
nourished nor measured.  
Since the beginning of this work, new research has been presented that 
encapsulates all of these perspectives (e.g., Goldman, et al., 2016) and presents 
disciplinary literacy as reading multiple texts with an inquiry stance and “engaging 
evidence-based argumentation with multiple sources of information” within history, the 
sciences, and literature (Goldman, et al., 2016, p. 3).  If I were beginning this study today, 
I would have focused on this view of disciplinary literacies both in my instruction during 
professional development and the ways I examined changes in their thinking and 
teaching.  
Despite the limitations of the study, these preliminary findings demonstrate 
importance for adolescents’ literacy achievement. Given what is known about the 
relationship between teacher practice and student achievement (Yoon et al., 2007), the 
potential of professional development to impact teacher practice (Darling-Hammond et 
al., 2009), and the role of disciplinary literacy instruction in improving adolescents’ 
academic reading and writing, providing teachers with extended professional 
development centered around disciplinary literacy impacts the attitudes and practices of 
content-area teachers’ literacy instruction. With the preliminary findings from this study 
in mind, there are several implications for district-level decision-makers. First, when 
determining where to focus attention and resources for literacy professional development, 
priority should be given to those opportunities that seek to embed new literacy 
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knowledge within teachers’ current contents and practices (as opposed to those that 
present literacy as additive). Second, when implementing such a professional 
development, careful attention should be paid to the instructional supports that exist at 
each participant’s school site. These instructional supports should be identified, provided 
with the information shared in the professional development, and potentially even 
coached to coach participants in incorporating new knowledge gained in the professional 
development. Finally, as a part of a comprehensive disciplinary literacy professional 
development plan, district-level administrators should also consider how they might 
identify exemplar teachers in various disciplines as well as the ways in which they might 
both continue to improve their teaching and share their teaching expertise with less-
experienced teachers.   
Directions for Future Research 
 In this study, professional development shifted middle and secondary-school 
teachers’ negative attitudes towards disciplinary literacy teaching, and expanded the ways 
teachers perceived disciplinary literacy instruction and the ways they understood 
disciplinary literacy relative to their teaching. Although this shift occasionally translated 
into their teaching practices, transfer to classroom practice was inconsistent. Those 
teachers who had access to both professional development and school-based instructional 
support attempted to make and sustained changes in instructional quality more often than 
those teachers who did not participate in professional development. They also made 
greater growth that their peers who participated in professional development but did not 
have access to or did not utilize school-based instructional support.   
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 However, the lack of consistent quality suggests that despite the alignment of the 
professional development with evidence-based practices, it was insufficient to support the 
depth of knowledge and long-term changes necessary to affect student growth. Future 
studies should achieve deeper understandings of the school-based instructional supports, 
including the ways to identify and maximize existing instructional supports as well as 
confirm the most effective forms and frequencies of instructional supports. For example, 
must the instructional support come in the form of a more knowledgeable other (like a 
literacy lead teacher) or can a highly functioning, knowledgeable PLC support teachers as 
they weave disciplinary literacy practices into their instruction? 
The issue of time is also a question in this study: how might the effects of the 
professional development have appeared given a longer time frame?  
Finally, future studies should explore ways to incorporate reflection into 
professional development (of both exemplar teachers implementing disciplinary 
instruction as well as participants’ own reflections of instruction). For example, how 
might the use of video be incorporated to offer participants opportunities to see excellent 
disciplinary literacy instruction in action in their respective disciplines? How might the 
opportunity to co-view and analyze their video submissions have impacted their 
disciplinary literacy instruction? 
 As the field move forward, we must remember that the professional development 
experiences we provide for teachers are impacted by more than the time they are with 
professional development facilitators. While we design our professional development 
around researched best practices, including relevant content and collaborative learning 
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environments, we must also consider the context of instructional supports that sustain that 
work when those teachers are not with professional development facilitators. High-
quality learning opportunities paired with meaningful support provide crucial positive 
teaching and learning experiences for teachers and their students.	 	
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A 
LSC Observation Protocol Descriptors 
Level Title Description 
Level 1 Ineffective Instruction Little evidence of student thinking or 
engagement with the ideas of science 
Level 2 Elements of Effective 
Instruction 
Instruction contains some elements of 
effective practice, but there are serious 
problems in the design, implementation, 
content and/or appropriateness for many 
students in the class 
Level 3 Beginning Stages of 
Effective Instruction 
Instruction is purposeful and 
characterized by quite a few elements of 
effective practice 
Level 4 Accomplished, Effective 
Instruction 
Instruction is purposeful and engaging 
for most students 
Level 5 Exemplary Instruction Instruction is purposeful and all students 
are highly engaged most of all of time in 
meaningful work. 
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Appendix B 
Professional Development Portfolio Checklist 
 
 Aspect of 
Instruction  
Questions for Reflection Not 
Yet 
Starting 
To 
Yes Application: 
Describe HOW 
you did this 
B
ef
or
e 
R
ea
di
ng
 
Text Choice 1. Are the texts authentic to the discipline? 
2. Did my text choice account for my students’ 
ü General reading ability? 
ü Background knowledge of topic? 
ü Familiarity with genre/structure? 
    
Schema/ 
Motivation 
1. Did I successfully assess my students’ existing 
knowledge of the topic? 
2. Did I authentically build their background 
knowledge about the big concepts in the text? 
3. Did I attend to their motivation through 
ü Ensuring they had the necessary background 
knowledge to make meaning? 
ü Creating intrinsic motivation to explore 
topic? 
    
Vocabulary Did I … 
ü Explicitly teach a few, powerful words that 
are essential to meaningful student reading, 
thinking, writing, and discussing? 
ü Give my students the chance to see those 
words used in authentic contexts (reading, 
writing, listening, speaking)? 
ü Model word learning strategies for other 
potentially unknown words? 
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ü Demonstrate my own enthusiasm for word 
learning? 
D
ur
in
g 
R
ea
di
ng
 Monitoring 
Comprehens
ion 
 
1. Did I scaffold student comprehension by 
providing appropriate questions at appropriate 
stopping points? 
2. Did I provide students with an opportunity to 
summarize the text immediately after reading? 
    
A
fte
r R
ea
di
ng
 
Writing 
 
1. Is the writing task authentic to the discipline? 
2. Is the writing task text-dependent? 
3. Did I attend to students’ motivation by 
ü Teaching characteristics of the genre? 
ü Providing mentor texts? 
ü Valuing process over product? 
    
Collaboratio
n 
 
1. Did we co-create classroom norms for 
discussion? 
2. Did I scaffold student participation (group 
size, time. etc.)? 
3. Are the questions for discussion  
ü Engaging to students? 
ü Authentic to the discipline? 
ü Text-dependent? 
4. Did I provide opportunities for students to 
reflect on their participation? 
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Appendix C 
Disciplinary Literacy Practices Graphic Organizer 
 
Discipline ____________________________ 
 Disciplinary Literacy Practice Notes (definitions, 
examples, etc.) 
H
ow
 is
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n 
le
ar
ne
d/
pr
oc
es
se
d?
 
 
(S
tra
te
gi
es
 fo
r R
ea
di
ng
/L
is
te
ni
ng
) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
| 
H
ow
 is
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n 
ex
pr
es
se
d 
to
 o
th
er
s?
 
 
(S
tra
te
gi
es
 fo
r 
W
rit
in
g/
Sp
ea
ki
ng
) 
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Appendix D 
Codebook for Social Studies 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Practice 
Definition Example 
Understanding specific 
vocabulary and word parts 
as they relate to the 
meaning of the word 
Understand Tier III 
vocabulary words by using 
context and word parts. 
“I use Word-Mapping to 
help students identify root 
words and compare words 
with multiple meanings.” 
Connecting prior 
historical events to the 
current text 
(contextualization) 
Identifying the when and 
where of the document’s 
creation and explaining what 
was different and similar in 
that time period and how the 
circumstances surrounding a 
document affected its content 
“Students are required to 
contextualize their 
sources.” 
 Sourcing a text before 
reading 
Before reading a document, 
examining it to identify who 
wrote it, why it was written, 
for whom the document was 
written, when it was written, 
why it was written, and 
evaluate the reliability of the 
document 
“BATS Writing Strategy: 
B: Borrow rods from the 
question 
A: Answer the question 
T: Text reference 
(sourcing) 
S: significance 
Including factual 
information  
Includes reliable, accurate 
information 
“[S]tudents explain their 
opinions, backing up their 
assertions with facts.” 
Organizing events in 
chronological order when 
writing objectively 
Historical documents should 
not be read in isolation; 
examining documents/events 
in chronological order leads 
to analyzing causality  
“I use timelines to keep 
students’ writing in 
chronological order.” 
Comparing two (or more) 
historical elements (i.e., 
civilizations, leaders, time 
periods, etc.) side-by-side 
Writing makes apparent the 
connections and relationships 
between historical elements 
“When students are 
comparing two big ideas 
in history, I have them use 
a t-chart to organize their 
thinking.” 
Organizing events by 
cause(s) and effect(s) 
when writing persuasively 
Writing demonstrates 
knowledge of causality, 
finding correlations and 
distinguishing between long-
term effects and short-term 
effects and causes as well as 
“First…then…now is a 
strategy I use to get them 
to think about cause and 
effect.” 
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their anticipated and 
unanticipated consequences  
Creating clear arguments 
supported with evidence 
from reputable sources  
The ability to create and 
support an argument using 
relevant historical 
information 
“[S]tudents explain their 
opinions, backing up their 
assertions with facts.” 
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Appendix E 
 
Codebook for English 
English 
Disciplinary 
Literacy Practice 
Definition Example 
Identifying and 
analyzing figurative 
language, 
symbolism, and 
allusions 
Finding examples of figurative 
language (e.g., simile, 
metaphor, hyperbole, 
onomatopoeia, etc.), 
symbolism, and allusions 
(references to other works) and 
explaining the impact on the 
text as a whole 
“[The role of literacy in my 
classroom is] not just about 
writing down details from the 
story, but it’s about teaching 
kids to put details and author’s 
choices about language together 
to analyze literature.” 
Making connections 
between texts  
Drawing on their prior 
knowledge when reading to 
identify the ways the text 
connects to their lives, another 
text they have read, and/or the 
world around them 
“I point out history connections 
to the texts we read.” 
Considering the role 
of historical context 
on the way text is 
written and/or 
theme(s) 
Explaining the ways that that 
literature is shaped by the 
political context in which it 
was written, the author’s 
contemporaries, and the wider 
society that frames the work 
“I point out history connections 
to the texts we read.” 
Analyzing an 
author’s use of 
rhetoric 
Articulating how an author 
wrote by examining the 
strategies s/he used to achieve 
his/her purpose 
“Double-entry journals help my 
students identify and analyze 
authors’ language” 
Analyzing author’s 
tone 
Identifying the author’s attitude 
toward the subject/topic 
“We discuss what’s intended 
versus what’s perceived while 
using a list of tone words as we 
read.” 
Reading fluidly Reading aloud with appropriate 
pacing and expression 
“I think the first step is gaining 
fluency.” 
Using text structure 
and syntax to create 
clarity in writing  
Choosing a text structure (or 
structures) and specific 
vocabulary that helps achieve 
the purpose for writing 
“I teach mini-lessons on word 
choice and sentence combining 
as well as specific types of 
writing (narrative, college 
application, argument, research) 
to emphasize how important 
text structure and word choice 
are.” 
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Using a hook, thesis, 
and concluding 
thoughts 
Essays follow a format, 
drawing readers in, making a 
claim, and concisely wrapping 
up 
(no codes recorded) 
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Appendix F 
 
Codebook For Science  
 
Science 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Practice 
Definition Example 
Understanding 
information from 
charts/graphs 
Comprehending 
information in text features 
(not just text itself) 
“As material is read, I try to also 
make sure students pay attention 
to pictures and diagrams 
included.” 
Connecting 
information from 
charts and graphs with 
information in 
accompanying text 
Synthesizing information in 
text with information in 
charts and graphs 
“We make an age structure graph 
to connect diagrams with what’s 
written in the book.” 
Integrating prior 
science knowledge 
with information 
presented in text 
Considering how new 
science information is 
connected with existing 
science knowledge 
“My warm-up activity is giving 
students questions which remind 
students of previous information 
that connects with the text we’re 
using that day.” 
 
Including factual 
information  
Using proven facts when 
writing 
 
Utilizing language that 
is clear and concise  
Choosing the most precise 
word(s) to express findings 
“Their writing has to be more 
structured, more focused” 
Tailoring 
sophistication of topic 
and language based on 
science knowledge of 
audience  
Considering the science 
knowledge of those to 
whom you are writing and 
adjusting the complexity of 
your writing accordingly 
“It’s one thing to observe. It’s 
another thing to be able to explain 
or share that information of your 
observation and give that 
information to others in away for 
them to understand your 
observations.” 
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Appendix G 
Instructional Quality Rubric 
 	 Expert Developing Emerging Not Evident 
Instructional Context 
 
This dimension measures 
the degree to which the 
teacher creates an 
instructional setting 
conducive to quality 
disciplinary literacy 
instruction by  
• Focusing instruction 
on disciplinary 
content (as opposed 
to an activity [e.g., 
traditional test 
review, student 
presentations, etc.]), 
• Including authentic 
disciplinary texts, 
and 
• Arranging the room 
to provide 
opportunities for 
collaboration around 
disciplinary literacy 
practices. 
 
• The lesson is focused 
on disciplinary 
content; 
• The lesson is 
grounded in authentic 
disciplinary text; 
• Students have 
multiple opportunities 
to collaborate with 
their peers and the 
teacher as they learn 
to think like an expert 
in the discipline. 
Teacher incorporated the 
first two criteria 
designated as part of an 
expert response, but did 
not provide multiple 
opportunities for guided 
and independent 
practice. 
 
 
• Teacher incorporated 
only one of the first 
two characteristics 
designated as part of 
an expert response. 
 
• Teacher provided 
some opportunity for 
guided and 
independent practice 
but not enough to 
support development 
of expertise by most 
students.   
 
 
Lesson does 
not meet any 
of the 
specified 
criteria. 
		
138 
Disciplinary Literacy 
Instruction 
 
This dimension measures 
the degree to which the 
teacher implemented the 
Gradual Release Model 
(Pearson & Gallagher, 
1983) by  
• Modeling the ways a 
disciplinary expert 
thinks about text, 
• Providing 
opportunities for 
groups of students to 
practice approaching 
text in this way, and 
Providing opportunities for 
students to apply these 
ways of thinking 
independently.	
• Teacher models 
the three types of 
knowledge 
(declarative, 
procedural, and 
conditional) 
knowledge of 
specific 
disciplinary 
literacy practices;  
• Teacher provides 
opportunities for 
guided practice 
with the teacher  
• Teacher provides 
time for 
independent 
practice (along or 
with a peer). 
• Teacher models 
the three types of 
knowledge 
(declarative, 
procedural, 
conditional) of 
specific 
disciplinary 
literacy 
practices; 
• Teacher provides 
multiple 
opportunities for 
guided practice 
with the teacher 
but omits 
independent 
practice (alone or 
with a peer). 
• Teacher models 
only declarative 
knowledge of 
specific 
disciplinary 
literacy practices; 
• Teacher does not 
provide 
opportunities for 
students to 
practice either in 
groups or 
independently. 
Lesson does 
not meet any 
of the 
specified 
criteria. 
Teacher/Student 
Discourse  
 
This dimension examines 
the conversations between 
teachers and students during 
disciplinary literacy 
instruction by examining 
the focus and intent of 
teachers’ questions and 
Most of the 
teacher/student 
interactions are 
predominately focused 
on disciplinary literacy 
practices being taught 
and/or using literacy 
practices (content and/or 
disciplinary) to analyze 
disciplinary content 
Some (but not all) of the 
teacher/student 
interactions focus on 
disciplinary literacy 
practices being taught 
and/or using (content 
and/or disciplinary) 
literacy practices to 
analyze disciplinary 
content 
A few teacher/student 
interactions focus on 
disciplinary literacy 
practices being taught 
and/or using (content 
and/or disciplinary) 
literacy practices to 
analyze disciplinary 
content, but most 
interactions are focused 
Lesson does 
not meet any 
of the 
specified 
criteria. 
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answers as students are 
• Furthering 
understanding of 
content 
• Furthering 
understanding of 
literacy practices 
• Using literacy 
practices to 
understand content 
on general 
transmission/clarification 
of content.  
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Appendix H  
Portion of the Course Syllabus Detailing Meeting Dates/Readings 
Date Topic Class Readings Application/ 
Extension  
Canvas Post Due Bring Portfolio Sample 
Oct. 27 
 
Overview Lareau 
 
  
Nov. 8 Choosing a Text Shanahan & Shanahan 
Allington 
 
 Student Profile Sheet 
Dec. 14 
 
Before Reading: Building Schema and 
Motivation 
Gambrell 
 
Dec. 10 Choosing a Text 
 
Jan. 30 Before Reading: Choosing Vocabulary Beck, McKeown, & Kucan January 25 Building Motivation/ 
Schema 
Feb. 17 
 
 
During Reading: Monitoring 
Comprehension 
Duke & Pearson 
 
February 14 Choosing Vocabulary 
March 23 
 
 
 
After Reading: 
Text-Dependent Writing 
Contexts for Collaboration 
Graham & Perin 
Reznitskaya 
 
 
March 20 
 
Monitoring 
Comprehension 
May 11 
 
Putting it All Together: Planning For 
Next Year 
Biancarosa & Snow May 8 Text-Dependent 
Writing/Contexts for 
Collaboration  
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Appendix I 
Sample Beginning Activity (Session Five: Monitoring Comprehension) 
Slides 1-2: Participants were provided with these directions as they synthesized and 
discussed the course reading for the session.  
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Appendix J 
Sample Direct Instruction Portion of Presentation (Session Two: Creating Text Sets) 
 
Slide: I modeled the process of selecting and organizing relevant texts based on 
standards, curriculum documents, and student needs.  
 
  
Let’s Practice… 
First, watch me… 
!  Consider students’ reading abilities: 
!  General reading abilities 
!  Genre knowledge 
!  Concept/vocabulary knowledge 
!  Consider conceptual questions. 
!  Determine which sort of text set will best help MY 
kids answer THOSE questions. 
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Appendix K 
Sample Teacher Practice Portion of Presentation (Session Two: Choosing a Text) 
Slide: Participants worked with other teachers of the same discipline to create text sets. 
 
  
You Try… 
!  Choose a unit on which to focus. 
!  Consider students’ reading abilities (and how you’ll determine the 
following): 
!  General reading abilities 
!  Genre knowledge 
!  Concept/vocabulary knowledge 
!  Consider conceptual questions from UbD (and other sources!). 
!  Determine which sort of text set(s) will best help your students 
answer those questions. 
1.  Vertical text sets 
2.  Horizontal text sets 
3.  Comparison text sets 
4.  Text+one more 
!  Collect those texts (and determine how students will access them). 
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Appendix L 
Model Series of Modeled Lessons (Session Seven: Putting It All Together) 
Slide: This slide provides an overview of each of the lessons I modeled for participants. 
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Appendix M 
Directions for Teachers’ Portfolio Workshop (Session Seven: Putting It All Together) 
Slide 1: Directions for teachers as they reflect on exemplar portfolios from the pilot study 
and consider relevant revisions to their own work 
 
Slide 2: Once teachers determined areas of focus for portfolio, they worked near/with 
others with similar goals. 
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